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) ' : . CHAPTER | - S e e T

. ‘ , .+ INTRODUCTION - .
, . /o 1 . -,

' . s,

New Directions in&Teach&r Fducation R . oo

—~—~ -\ Declining gest scores, school closings, apnarent teacher surpluses,
e and shifting priorities are among the many factors that have ‘been cited

-

‘ as sources ofnConcern about the quality of teacher edncatign.’ Preservice | ' B
< programs have'bEEn criticized as failing to heln prospective teachers ; 4
develop realistic expeccatiois or to provide them with skills and . . 1
- xperiences relevant to the demands they will fa;e in the classroom.
Teachers tHemselves gommonly report that the eXpérience of student “ Ty
teaching and their first year alone 4in the classrpom were mere influen-
* ° tial in shaping their teaching approaches\than all their preparatory ) ~
cdursework combined (Lortie,-1975). Sigilarly, inservice prograns have -+ - - .

been criticized as tedious, superficial, patronizing, and stulti;ying. .

. A4ll too often, it is argued, inservice educatidn-is based on a ramedial ' -

- model; it is something ''done to' teachers to shore 1p def1czencies in )
their skdills (e.g., Feiman hemser, 1980) ,

‘ ] Along with these criticisms has come consideration of new directions’

for teachar education, El1liott (n.d.) has coptrasted the tiaditional —

,"bureatkratic Lnderstand ing" oftinservice as a way of shaping teachirs'

' behavio so fhat it more closely conforms to predegernined specificetions
with a_ 'professional understanding" of inservice. The bureaucratic under-

.o standing aims toward ''the technical control of teachers' thought-anﬁir: , )

'/ conduct" (Ell‘ott n.d., p. 4). It appears mostly as effprts to impcse ' . ‘

standard and uniform- instructional methods and procedu:es.developed LT
(outsxde the school context on professional sta:f--usually by'means of

additjonal courses, wprkshops, and semihars. These efforts toward

staff improvement are often seen by practitioners as oppre551ve, overly

simpiistic,'regimented, and mostly irrelevant. The efficacy of the -
bureaucratic view is, at best, queStionable. . ‘ ¢
o . .. The professichal orientation to inservice, in contrast, regards . ‘
PR \*T s
. - insdyvice as: (1) an enabling activity that Kact, = -~ 7o rional .
A} B :' - ) = Pl ’ *
‘~ . --. R . . , 1 ' ¥
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divelopment' (2) a selF~regulating,process of -ehange in beliefs and
behavﬁors, and (3) a

A .
natural process wh%ch will\occurwspon%aneou ly if

extefnally imposed constralnts are removed, in-

{
service, according to this view, is in ";he~profes51onal emancipation®
"McL3ughlin, & Marsh (I978) haye further
suggested that staff development should be vieved as part &f program

building within tHe organfzationa} context of the schdol. Their view .

The main interest

of teacherS\(tlliott, n.d., p. 3).

réflects. five assumptions about professional\learnlng: (1) teachers

constitute an important source of clinical exbertise regarding Dractice;

-

(2) professional learning is-an adaptive and heuristic’ progess: (3) gmofes-

sional development is long term and nonllnear (&) pr\?Zssional learning

is, part of the 1arger program—bulldi g process which includes sach addi-

tional aspects of change as curr1CUlum develeprent and admlnlstrat1ve

reform; and (5) profe331onal learning is influenced by organizatlonal

~ -

facfors,in the school and disﬁrictm . g
‘These contrastfng views set the stagE'for thasfinvest1gat1on
Namely, what rples can or: ought to be made avallable fdr practljloners
]

.to- participate in the shaplng of efforts toward thelr own improvement, a’
- of prattice} In the course of this investigation, we haverreviewed a A

range of.issués. and approaches associated with more active practitioner "

8 participatlon in both program and professional-developnent efforts. t

o

We deflne as practitioners the ;school-based. professgnnals——teachers,

< aiaes, resource, spec1allsts, and sdhool admlnistrators -who carry out the
. .

business of edgéétion on a day—to—day basis. Program development is seen

£
-as a hollstic entervrlse, 1ncorporating 1nnovatlons and 1woroverents in

.
”y

curr;culum, methods" nd materlals of effective education, Professlonal

developmeﬁt is seengas integral to program developrent this central

thesis is argued and elaborated by most of the wrltings reviewed in this .

report We use the conceots staff development %and professional develoo-

>

ment moﬁe—or-less interchangeably, since both stgnify’ improvement—oriented
changes in educationél gersonnel and school reforn.
A
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) v L. L . -~
. Gnovth'and'Collaboration:L New Roles for Practitioners . -
. . 5
° - Two recurring themes in the literature on reform in teacher educx \
" " ‘tion are collaboration and groath Essentially, grovth is rega*ded asl

a 7,

an a1m~or direction whlch reflects a Qiew of inservire’ as continuing

-/
. education and pensonal as well as professional develeopment tather than

. as a solutionm to sP111 def ic1encies. Col_aboratlon, on the other hand ol ._’ ¢
% * 1s advanced .as a means or tactic for 1mproV1ng the quality and relevance .
‘{J' of teacher education. Thé crux of*the Teacher Corps progra'ﬂz for example, ' ;f’/
is collaboration ambng 1nst1tute§'3f higher education, school dlSLTlCCS, ‘

t
angicommunities in- the planning and 1mpiementation of teacher education.

It is assumed that pooling the diverse resources talents, and oerspec—

tiges represented across these‘three stakeholder groups will lead-to’
) ‘improvements in teacher edudatidn and ul 1mate1y 1n the practice of ’ ’ o
education in 'the natipn's classroems. ’ e ’ . AR e "
. Both collaboratio and growth have implications’for expanging prac- ., |

titioners' roles in teacher education. Tradxtionally, teachers have been - h
' . on the receiving end of 1nservice ;ncouraged or required %o attend ' " ‘
courses, workshops, and.inspiratioﬁ%; speeches offered by universityv
N . professors‘(Kirby,‘1973), for -which the teachersAyere promised some
extrinsic reward (e.g., renewal credit,osaiary(increment). , Involvement
of practicing teachers in oreservice prograns has _been almost' exclusively
‘ limited to supervision of “student teachers, With little effort made to

integrate the st dent teacher s field experience with his or her course-

1]

work " The notions of collaboration and~§59wth call ﬁor expansion of
. practitioners involvement to include mere active rolés. ] -
. . » Houston (1980) has 1dent1fied paritv>and inv&lvenyﬁt of clients as

. e
essential features of collaboration. In the case of teachef educatidg, !

. the ¢olleges of education {the traditional prov1ders of teache%'tgsinln”)
are encouraged to collaborate with practitioners (the clients of teacher
: ; xeducation progrgwné. The concept of growth'as an aim implies a commitment e
to 1ifelong pro,c‘sional 1earning that is veif—regulated not engineered
by someone else...a belief in’ the teacher as an active agent inrhis oun, j; : .

learning" -(Fefhan Nenmser, 1980, p. 139). ., ., o ": ‘

s ;
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What forms of practitioner imvolvement aré implied by growth and ‘

0 . » ¢ e y
collaboragion? ' The literature suggests two major roles-for practitioners:
‘. . [}

" As plannersfor decision fakers) practitioners participate in/determining

(1) planner or decision maker; and- (2) source of practice-bajig expertise.

agenda--identifying appropriate content, formats, and resources.. Argu-

lments have been adVanced to support both the collect‘ve involvement of . }
teachers in decisich making (particularlv with rega rd to inservice educa-.
tion) and the 1'ight (and responaibility) of the individual professional,

to determine his or }er own professionai goals and abanda for continuing
education. Colleboration among feachers, adninistrators, and university’

pérsonnel in identifying priorities and {ormulating indervice a$enda was

.y . y ) . . ;
found to characterize effective programs in the-Phi Delta Kappa study of /

inserﬁice educat ion (King, hayes, &'Newman, 1977); raviews“by Lawrence
(1977) and howe] (1980) also cite teacher ineut into pJanning as charac- :
teristic of successful staff development efforts.

Arguments that stress‘the,need for the individual practitioner 'to

play a, major rcle. as decisjon maker for .pyofessional development are .
clgsely related to the notion of growthsand lif2long learning as appropri-
ate aims for inservice education. Basically, it is azzued that conven- . } Y

tional. staff development programs tend to treat all teachers as "alike,

even as they thort the teachers to respond to individua} differences in \ ‘
.chiIdren. Those who adyocate growth and developnnnt as the proper aims T
fpr staff development gtress the individual differnnces across, for

exarple, teachers at 'varying stages in their, careers (Bush, 1980' E2

Sprinthall, 1980). It is assumed that encouraging the fndiv1dua1 to
asgure respOnsibility for sefting goais and determining the course of

s or-her continuing'education;will enable the teacher to pursue a ’ .
personalized, integrated program (DeVeult, 1365). A personalized program
designed around the indiv{dual's'own interests, concerns, and nriori*ies,
it is argued, _is more likel y§ o promote professiondl growth and inﬂroveﬂ
practice than is attencance écourses and workshops that reflect no
unifying thene and.are not geaerally geared to the individual teacher's

» -

current corcerns and-intérestd,

~
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Invqlvement or praCtitioners Jas resources for teacher education——tha;

is, as sources ¢f pro‘esslonel practice-based eypert‘se——was also found

by Lawrence (1977)land Howey (1980) to characteriZe effective inservice
programs. In independent surveys, both Yarg£r Houey, & Jovce (1580) - * 5}'
and Reilly & Dcmbp (1975) found that- practitioners rated practicing’ teachers
s as the ﬁost credible and effective -sources of’ trainlng and ewpertlse. The . \
’ .extent to which _practitioners have. functioned effectively as traingrs .
;% and sources, of expertise for their" col'leagues, and the reasons for their . e -
apparent ef fectlveness, are not fully clear. As Lortie (1975),
‘ Felman Nemser (1980), and others have observed, opportcnities “for teachers
’ S to share tgelr expert1se§w1th‘thé1f colleagues are the exception rather
. than the norm. What literature is aﬁailable suggests thac a combination'
. . of factors may be involved e . ¢ .
. McLaughlin & Marshs(1978) ha/ﬁ suggested that "in terhs of knoxledge
about the practice of teaching, teachers often represent -the best clinical
lexpertise available" (p. 87, emphasis added). Basically,}thev argue .
that educatlonal research JBas not conclu51velv proyven the value of any (
‘ paItlcuiar set of teaching strateales' tight y sttuctured tralning ap- 13
proaches which may be useful in fields dominated by technology are less
. helpful in education and other clinical settings. In their evaluarion ~
of.the National Diffusion Networh: Exarick, Peterson, & Agarwala—Rogeri.— » »
‘ (1977) characterized the NDY as an approach to staff'development~as well
as-'a model for spreading locally developed and externally validated L, ' ¥
innovations., Among the distinctive features of the VDV's approach to . .

staff development was acknowledgement of the Dractitioner as the core

of any spccessful inStructional program—-the key resourtce that coula .

.

make a,program wor Practitioners. provided much of the tra1n1ng in

o the ND¥; instructional methods and materials were not presented as - s

7:

teacher-proof keys to success, bdi rather as tools that could help the - #

teacher, for exanple, to individualize #nstruction. -~ s

. ) In addition to .the advantages pf practice-based expertise~and a view '
of"the practitioner as a professional, staff development approaches using

. practitioners as resources can take advantage of a variety of modes of
training, inclucing dermonstration. Ierapstraricn, or modelxr: of/ M

» \ * . . . .
. -~ : . ) { - ’

\)4 L * -
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. effective approaches in class*oom settings, was fovaa #0o be an impor-
tant. trainﬁng nodé in both the NDN' study and the Ranhiytudy of ‘ederal
programs supporting educational chanoe (Berman & McLaughlin, 1975).

Althougp the NDW and Rand studies fofused mainly on sc¢hool people

v wotking togethet, many proposals for practitioners to play tore active’ '/

* rdles in professional develtpment call explicitly for collaboration

~

.

between school svstem;»and/fhstitute> of hicher educatiorn. \ The number

of collaborative arrangenents‘set up for tedﬁher educationais eported
to be large and growing (Houstem, 1980). However, empirical research °
von 1nterinstitufional collaboration in educatiomnis scarce. The magor
topics in tee ektan?/iiteﬂature appear to be réquirements, obstacles,
\Y and questions for future research. As Howey (1980) has cgncluded,
J/'Whilk the literature is replete with ad¥cates for more collzborative
’ approaches to inservice, it appears that those engaging in 5uch act1v1ty

* have to this point in time encountered con51derable difficulty w1th 1t
r -

(p. 23). : ,

Dy S

drganization of the Report . . & \

In the remainder of this report, we will attempt to develop,‘elabo—
‘rate, and P rhaps provide ‘some new perspectives and insights into these’
issges of‘i?actitioner involvement and. collaboration for staff develop- -’
ment., We will begin with consideration of alternafive rationales for
undertaking or promoting more widespread school practitioner involvement.
Weuwill ;hén report and discuss the current literature on three major

implicationg. These aredsVare: . N

r
A (1) Practitioner involvement in résearch and development of
) the educational knowledge base;

(2) Practitioner {nvolvement in the sharing.and utilization
. of advances to the educational knowledge base; and

~

. ' (%2 Practitioner 1nvolvement in school—based dec1sion 1a&ing
- and’local gbvernance'. : -

——

In devaleopinzg evidence for this state-nf-the-art gurvev, w~ rolv heavily’

2
on our fizli-based case studies as well a3 ana extensive oov.a. of the

s B .

“ . ) \-i‘/ N
Q . . ?
RIC \ . .
. —e 4 -

areas of pracgitioner'invotvement and their apparent staff develowrent -«
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available literature on thiq topic. Finally; we attenn to syrthesize
key findings and discuss their staff development implicatiohs.

" We feel it important to note at th*s point that uhe literature on’ .
pract tioner involvement is sparse and uneven. It appears thac bhlS&
topic has nogp - until recently, received much serious attention (Fox. 1978)
Most of the *literhature we were able to locate dealt w1th the role of |,

practitloners either saperflcially on as a secondary concern to more o

conventional issues being inve;ti ated This has made the task of : «

connecting issues and findvn"s across 1nvest1gations beth difficult and

V4

Prob‘ematic. Still we assert that there are oatterns which emerge with

sufficient con51stencv and relevance to tnable grogram and staff develop-
ment planners to benefit from the collective experiences in this impor-

i
P

tant area. .t . \ .
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ArguméntSufor'increases in the }eg‘tinate and continuops partici—

", pation of school- based practitioners in~the developnent(and utilization .
_of impggzggents to prégtice,~and in school administf%tive and, governance .
decisions, have, recently emerged from a .nurber of perspectives, Con- . T~
. sideration of the research—practice gap has 1éd several-theorists to >’/ >
argue that pragtitioners/represenc a vital and midsing 'Rink in the'know—‘ N ’
dge production proeessf; Recent large-scale 1nyest1gations of the Py
&nowledge transfer process have pointed to t 'bstantial SLaff develop— ' S

. ment requirements for«the adoptipn and use of most innovations. Several = N e

N
prominent,educational theorist ~hi%§ recently argued\that the organiza- - .

" tional and administ¥af1ve conventiops of school systems isolite practi«‘ _ y

’ tioners fronxkhe communities they serve/, and that :n effective_remedy '

L . M r e
. "{Z the proble'n o,? isolation is mord active involvement of practitioners
- L

. ¢ ] ot
instructional d@c131on making and local school governance.: Finally’, 2

. . -

&Lconsideration of practitioner 1nvolvement with resgs to achievement' : .

e

‘motivation and job satisfaction tqeories furtﬁer es trends

~* . Lo R

N X
foward renewed enfranchisement of practitioners. : ~ T, ..

In this chapter we W111 elaborate these arguments and their\sdpé i
porting rationalds. It shbuld be fdoted that, to the best of our know-

~ ledge, no strong theory explicitly addressing practitioner involvegﬁnt -~

* and its staff development !&plications *hds ‘been rormulated ne dis-

cussions to folkow mayv represent some first steps toward such fornLlations.’

. - r . . > ‘_ ' " L
Knowledge Developmept ' ) : -« ;
. ’ L . - Y . ' .

* Large-scale educational research. is a relatively retent pnenoméng

-

in public education. It i enly within .the last two decades that L i!* T

) substantial émphasis and~¢esources have béih applied to researcning - .

- -solutions ‘to penceived deficiéncins in schools and schoo11ng Perhaps_~"‘ :
more importantly, this researth has been carried out cuite dpart from

Vo . 1’
che process of education. -That is, educhticnal reszsreh . trpically |
! 5 .
. . * B . * 5
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'tions, and the speciaiized languages that they speaL are dif erent

have‘been identified and carrieq out hy research-.professiomals, usually

: located in institutions of higher education, educational .labs ‘ind ten- *
tens, or¥ simi]ar agencies. This has led to a contern that both the Lt
issdes and the producgs of educational rebearch may lack relevance to .

v,schoal—based practitioners, but that at. least part of this -problem can
be_ sol&ed by soliciting more active involvement of nractationers 1n‘
the résearch processér . . Co o ' .

Sbveral arguments-have been.advanced to support practitioners -

involvement in research and knowledge oroduction.effop;s. One of the

more frequent is the argument that it will H,lp to close the gap between
research andspractice by lessenfng the lety and/or skepticism with
which practitioners tend to view researcn (see, e.gr, De¥ault, 1965
Isaakson & Ellsworth, 1978). This argument assumethhat'Dractical
éxpeuieﬂce in carrying out research directly related to the practit!!ners
own ih terusts will remove much of the '"\f€§§ surrounding research and -

help to overcome previous® negative experiences anQ attitudes.

’

o For-the nosc part, researchers apd practitioners constitute two.

: very distinect segvents of the educationak communitv. Their training

'is largely separate. They are; generally housed in diFferent institu=

Researchers' involvement i¥ the educational 4mprovenent process has

traditionally been in the early stages of cUrriculum development; as a -
‘reSULt the researchers ~contributien is not highly visible {o the prac-
titioper who seeg only the finished product and perhaps a sales agent '
or service representative (Krathwohl, 1974). Recognition and rewards :

do tot accyrue to individuals in eitlier group on the basis of their

contacts with ‘the otﬁer group. Isaakson & Ellswortn £1978) report that

'negative attitudes toward research are common even among students in

preservxce teacher eaucatipn programs. They g%ten nostpone requ1red

courses in research untiﬂ&ﬁ%eir final semester and view research courses

L 4
L]

as having little practleal value,
It has been suggested by some (e.g., Tikunoff, Ward, & Griffin, 1979)

" that giving teachers opportunities tg participate directlv in formulatiné

- researeh agenda and cawrying.oua 1nvestig3t10.s on zaﬁ:rr\:'v:nterest'to
/U""”‘ ‘ - . ‘ - b
. o Lo 9 .
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‘ -the; (usuall& in collaboration with ;ore éxpegienced'rese:;chers)_will 3
"lead to changes in practitioﬁersf attitddes toward research and in

their research-related skills. It is furtber expected that practitioners
. who are given’ research skills and experience will continue to apply” o
their new skille after after the period of formal training and coll;boration
has concluded. 1In particular, ‘it is ass q #hat they will be more
interested in’ (and better able tofjudge ::! soundness of) research

) conducted elsewhere and that they will be prepared to conduct scientific

. -~

inquiry within their own schools and classrooms y
‘ A second argument is that participation on a research team is an -
enriching professignal deVelopment engriende for the practitioner. In
particular, it prov1des an oppertunity for collegial interchange with
other experienced proféssionals from the ;esearch and practice sectors
of edycation. The exa}rience is viewed as a means of reducing the effects
of "burnout"' émong teachers who spend the great majority of their "
working lives in .the exclusive company of children, separated from adults
who share their professitnal interésts (éawden, Florio, /& Wanous, 1980).
: Many pfgpgpenij of TE}S argument,cali for practitioners to serve
as informants in. educatlonal research The fundamental goal of efforts
_1n this direction is to improve the quality and completeness of know- .
‘ ledge that is added to the research base, particularly with regard to
life in classrooms Feedback pf findings and implications to partici-
pating teachers, either generally or on an individualized basis, often
appears to be of,secondary importance. Some of these efforts have been
’ ‘degcribed as "collaborative research". In fiost cases, htwever, the
traditionel'division of labor betweep‘research and ptactitioner is
retained to a consiﬁerablé:extent. " The resea%chér bears the major
responsibilimy for the deslgn and implementation “of the primary reseanch
agenda. Hoaner, the assumptﬁgn ls made that practitioners,possess
specia&mknowledge‘%nd insights that are not directly available o .
researcheré“whose time in the classroon\is limited N
Much of the restarch that-makes significant use of input from .
practitioner fnwformants is basieally Sescriptive in nature. Advocates’

of this overzll approach are-genarall: in cgresront thar edurstional

11
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s
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research (afnd researchers) will benefit from a more informed "view of
the‘terrain and th;t researchers need to spend more timi/ooeerving
in classrooms and developing an appreciation of the perspectives held
,by those closest to the phenomena they are studying--i. e., the, teachers
and, in some .cases, the students. Researcherg as varied in their
.orientations as CPonmbach (1975), Bustis, Chittendon, & Amarel (1976)
Elliott (1977), Tunncll (1977)’, and Mishler (19/9) have all questioned
the appropriatenesé of research approaches that essen*ially ignore .
contextual con51deratlons in their search fdr highly generalizable
'findings regarding the teaching and learning processes.

At the same time, however, these researchers share a concern with
generalizability T%is concerhgdistinguishes them from some early advo
cates of action research who ’focused almost exclusively on action impli-

cations of their findings- for the particblar grouoc .studied and who did

" . not sugges that their findings represented a significant contribution

LS
to the genedal knowledge base regarding instructional practices (e.g.,

Corey, 1948)% -, _ . ~

R4

A third and related argnmént is that traditicnal staff development

#

- w
)/ activities tend to focus on specific teaching ski{}s and use of particu+
lar curriculum materigls. -Involvement #n research and knowdedge produc-

tion is viewed as an important alternative that enables practitioners to

> - b
) o \
.

*Cronbach (1975) argues that descriptive studies of an educational pro-
gram ot practice should include a variety of ‘naturalistic settings,
examining differences across the settings and attempting to’ trace how
-uncontrolled factors produce local departures from the modal efiect.
\ In this line of inquiry, "generalization comes late, and the excep- .,
tion is taken as seriously as the rule" (p. 125). Tunnell (1}977) point
to the goal of generalizing findings to naturalistic settings in his
argument for carrying out research in naturalistic settings and incor-

-

N

S

~

porating practitioners' perceptions of events and benav1ors. Bussis, €L

Chittendon, & Amarel (1976) describe’ their orientation as ''neo-
phenomenological” because "the extreme form of phenomenalism and
existentialism in philosophy assumes a degree of individual unigqueness
that would‘preclude any meaningful generalizations and would thus dic-
. tate against psychological research'<p. 12,,Note 5). Mishler-(1979)
” recommends that behavioral scientists focus on attempting to specify

the conditiens umder which relationships hold N l-- ~ 7n ¢y irch only
for those relaticnships jma' app‘y uncer a bfosd LR sontexts,
.ﬂ .
FEd ‘11
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qsevelop)peréonal;y aq% professionally and ideally prepares the;:to
assume greaten¥responsibility for pursuing a lifelong, more integrated-
and individual%zed program o‘ professional growth (DeVault, "1965;
Bawden, Florio, & wanous, 1980). Such a personal sense of responsibjlity
for growth and $enewal has been identified by Liebsrman (1956), Loa/{e
(19755, and ochers ad\ generally absent among teachers and as neceesary . L
if teaching is to a ssume. full professiondl status. : ) ._‘,J)

Elliott Zl;ygfzhas argued that there are fundamental differences

between teachers® practical ‘deliberations and traditional independent
research He- has referred to the language of practice ds the "language
\of voluntary action 3 describing conduct in terms of the intentions, ’
Y desires, and attitudes it expressks and relating actions or statements 0
to the value mystems that teachers hold. Traditional researchers fre-
quently criticize teacher delibe;Ztions ag lacking objectivity and
therefore of little Televance to seientific research. As such, teachers ' .-
who are invited to participate in Z}st collaborative research are asked //?#

RS

itic colleagues from an outsider's perspective The

i
to set aside t e ldnguage of practice and expected to view themselves
and their pract

problem, accordi\g—cp Elliott, is that such approaches do not in-fact
bridge the gepwbetween research arnd practice; ultimately their results
.lack practical signnficance because they do not take 1nto account the
perspectives of . practitioners as practitioners and develop theories~from

this standapintf/;Nodes of disciplined inquiry are needed that will

generate practical theories of teaching.

An alternative in this direction thht has received some attention
. recently involves (the ‘notion of.bhe '‘reflective" or "self-monitoriamg"
teacher, who hasﬂmhdqﬁa commitment'to continuous observation.and recon~
sideration of practice. As Feiman Nemser (1980) has observed, the
‘notion of reflettion as an educational aim is not new: Dewey (1963)

defined reflectioh as’"lookigné] back over what has been done to extract

‘the net ueanings which are the capital stock for deal*n: with furtner y
‘experiences” (p.- 87) Defle.ction enables ‘the- individual to. move R
experience from the realm of perception into that of understanding,\where . . N

it can serve as a guide for futuse action It ia a orocess by which
R o ] A . =
N ;." . . R

-
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_ one becomes’ aware of one's situation and'onelsiown role as-an Z

t" (Elliott,u19 77, p: 5). When applied'to practicing teachefs,
reflection involves thoughtful reconsideration of. C}a%ifi,
situations to develop insights and undérstandings that will be useful 7
“4n the -future. S . o . .

~ o . .

) Borrowing a term from Peters (1968), Feiman Nemser has described
reflection as a procedural aim——an aim that is conceived in terms of
values and principles of procedire rather than in terms of products and | ,
outcomEs. Procedural aims are translated into process critexia. In \

the case of reflection or self—nonitoring as a procedural aim, the

objective is to instill in teachers a recbgnition of the value-o.

disciplined inquirv and svstematic reflection as a support to practice.

A further aim is to prov1de practitioners with actual skills and tech-
-niques that they can use to reflect upon practice. Implications for
teaching practice, in turn, emerge from teache*s reflections and self-
examinations. ‘
Implicxt within the agproaches incorporating this orientation that -
are described in the literature is a commitment to the reciprocitv'bf' .
; though*and action—-the notion that "practice uninformed by thougnt,
stultifies, while theory uninformed by practice 1s, sterile” (Carini, .
1978, p. D)., Teachefs' reflections and deliberations are _seem as
valuable to those individuals 1mmed1atelyrinvolved and to w1der audiences
of practitiorners and researchers alike. . . y
o A ,

Knowledge Use'
e . e

Scholars agd practitioners have noted the uneven results of large—
and small—scale efforts at,school i{mprovement and reform over the past
ttwo decades. Duging the latter 1950s and much of’ the 1960s, considerable
optimism was voiakd ovef the potential of new curricula, teaching
machines, novel inséructional methods, and other innovations. It was !
ant¥cipdted that wfdespread adoption of new methods and materials would ’ -:t .
lead to recoénizable imnrovement in the quality of educatioh and, bv
the mid 1960s, to amelioration of soeial problems ag well., When the ' «
dramatic’impacts that has been expected failed to materialize, much of '

the® early optimism gave way to more cautious opinions, and ev* sk epticisn

A
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In cribing the wave of reform that began, in the l950s,,Miles

(1964) observed that bhe focus of these change efforts was almost en—
tirely ‘on the content of the proposed change, with little;gr po atten-
tion to the nature of the change process., Miles and others began to - -

: suggest that more emphasts on the' change process .itself was- needed in .'5

- ord‘i.to develop a better understanding of how innovations Spread through

the educational system and why some innovations appeared to be’ more

sucessful than others. Early. effort&,in tHls direetion consisted »*

/: largely - -of 1ndepth case studies conducted at a single site, documenting
the success (or mo;e often the apparent failure) of an innovation or

" plan for refogm (see, for example, Gross: Glacquinta, & Bernsteiﬁ 1971,
Smith & Keith, 1971). t - ) . .

.

As_ the case s udies and other lines of research on change in
t 3 »

%

:/
schools continued it became increasingly apparent that change 1is a -
complex process,that unfolds over time along multiple dimensions. Vari-
: ations in results camnot always be expligned by programmatic dif ferences.

. Innovations that appear very similar on paper often yield ‘different

results in different settings. Researcher&eand program developers began’

to suggest that lack of positive results is often associated with lack

of change in the intended direction (non—implementation) or with inade-
: V4 . o . .

quate attention to issues of long-term continuation of-prograh improve-

. ments (failure to institutionalize}. < . . -

Coe ApgroachesAthat Have been suggested for reducing the accurrence of
implementation and institutionalization failures entail taking accoung
of practi@ioners perspectives in déveloping innovations and/or bringing

: practitioners themselves into more active roles’in the innovation and

dissemination processes. Efforts along these lines generally.assumé

that most innovations developed outside the "real world" of the-

classroom or school system lack relevance to practitioners' needs and

. interests\ More specifically, conventionél approaches to innovation

, % are criticized as offering practitioners no immediately apparen:
"relative advantage" (R%gers & Shoemaker, 1971) over current activities,

»

as Jacking feasibil ity, or as unacgceptable to teachers because they

rd

- . conflftt with teachers' values and belief systems.

-
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s —. + - The most advanced development of these arguments is presented by."
Michael Fullen and Alan Pomfret in their excellent review of issues in .
’ ‘curriculum innovatiqns and the improvement of practice (i977). ‘Fullan J:
\ and Ponfret have classifiedpstudies of implementation into two '
.categories: Fidelity ("the degreeyof;implementation of an innovation
’ in terms of ‘the exteat to which actual use of the innova;ion corjzsponds
; . to inten%ed dr planned use”, p. 340) and Process (analys}é of "the com-
plexities of the change process visfa—vis how innowations become devel- .
oped/changed gtc. during the pYocess of implementation, Ibid ).
These tuo approaches, although converging -on the same target phenomenon,
or v ster from quite separate résearch trad1tions. Whereas the fldelnty
approach emphasizes empirical replication of "core” innovatiof features ‘ )
(usually defined by the innovator) as suitable evilfnce of impleménBa-
§1ou, the process approach Iooks to patterns of organizational and- per-
sonal chamge necessary to support or accom?odate approprlate use as ' T
evidencé of implementation‘;;ee, for erample, Berman and McLaughlin,’
1975). s Fullan and Pomfret argue, "there are at least five dimensions
. of implementation in practice: P ' . N - { -
(1) Changes in Subje;t matter or materials (curriculum content)

.(2) Changes in organizational structure (formal arrangements | . .
- and physical conditions--student greuping, staffing patterns,
etc.) P < L
(3) Changes in role/behévior (;q?ching style or tasks, role o~
& relationships) . . )

(4)lChanges in knowledge dnd understanding ( ?:ﬁﬁﬁﬁf“éb onents
of the innovation--its philesophy, assumpxions, obJectives,
subject matter, rvle relationships,‘etc ) .

-

““\
(S) Changes in @%lde internalization‘(commitment to :i.mple-_,R ~
menang various components of the _innovation). <3 /'
. - . o L * (p. 3361361-5) <4 N
Pl ° * N 7 . ’ R ur-“a\ ~,’$
An analysi?;of these*five q;:ensions‘in terms ¢f the fidelity and pracess ©n

traditions Yeveals an important overlap. Spécificall?; the fidelity

. qperspective'focu?eg”on implementation primarily in terms of -a : R A

' ‘ = g ‘ . ' )

. ...role perspective. It starts with an innovagion and ‘derives ) "
from it 'a set of behaviors that users, typically teachers, . R
ust display at some futfure time béfore the innovation is con-

sidered to be lemented The concern isywith the extent to
€ i _ . A
// \\3 ) 151‘1
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* which actual behavioral changes correspond with planned '
* behavioral change in individual roles. This approach assumes
- that the' innovation consists of one Behavior or a Yeries of
individdal behaviors, amd that only one role must chatge (qr
. at ,least different roles will change separately). It follows, °
then, that the innoVation is implemented when the occupants
of the role display the appropriate behaviors.

T, 4 ’ ‘. ; . ) (po 363) . > P -
; - ] o . .~
these appropriate role behaviors, properly operationalized, can be mea-

TRy

‘ ured as’ manifest most clearly in the "materials," "structures," and‘®
t'behaviors" dinensions but far less,clearly Iin the "‘nowled§e and under- 3
standing ,and the value internalization dimensions. . T - - .

The process perspective op the bther hand, keys into measurement
(albeit indirect) of changes in-role relationships, knowledge, under- ," .
standing, and value 1nternalization'dimensions which it is argued, /' |
would support or be concomitants of the intended degree of inolemen— - ’ \
tation. The procéss approach however, is‘nnadequate and inappropxiate ., '
for detailed measurement of changes in specified materials usage\~struc—. .
tures) and role behaviors. i o : g o

Accordfngly, ‘these two maﬂor approaches to the specification and ’

) measurement of inplementation are neither mutually exclusive nor redun-
dant. Ratner, they address partially oveégaoping subsets of Fullan C \\&\
and Pomfret's frvé dimensions or implementation. ~Yoreover, bv its K N\
yery nature, the fidelity approachﬁwilr‘be innovation specific, uhegeas ) b

r the procegs approach should be Somewhat independent ofy\such soecifics

since it addresses the emergence of new user characteristics which a(e

consonant with appropriate use of the innovation, almost regardléss of

the actual innovation. 3 R )
Gene Hall and his colleagues at the University of Texas at Austin's | )

Center for Research an#l Development on Teacher Education have concentrated ‘ e

on methoqplogies which document the processes'of practitioner involvemevt‘

-

in the application of "innovatidns. Their model—the Concerns—Based . .- y
Adoption Model-—keys on the change process “from thé practitioner s pep- (' \

spective in terms of progress with involvemegt and use oﬁ\the innovaticn.
This nytnodology clearly acknowledges the fundamental imp?rtance of !
. beliefs) values, and expectations of practitioners in the use of any new

. - : R
\ ’ 16, R
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practice por procedure. In pther words, new approach to ;ﬁqcational
%

practice, wvhether they emerge from innovatiwe practitioners or from

. research and developnent efforts, ultimately require invelvement of -

’

school-based practitioners for their use. Eoth Fullan and Hall havé
ipentified what appear to be key dimensiops'of this involvémeLt and how
progress along these dimensions can be quantified. Given these considera-
tions, fairly compelling g;guments for early. and active involvement of
school-based practitioners—%n the selectiOn, adoption, and development

of impletentation procedures as alfundamentéi approach to staff and

‘program developnent can be advanced. More importantlv,zfailure to

provide for such involvement may severely limdt.gge of the innovation.

The concépt of mutual adaptation( perhaps the most important single

,contributipn from the Rand Corporation's massive investigation of the \'

innbvation and change process in"schools (Berman & McLaughlin, 1975),
posits that both the innovations and the practitione;s undergo changes
through the effective use”of‘innovations The National Diffusion Network
study (Emrick’et al. 3 1977) further %uggests that the practitioners will
adapt cﬂgracteristics of their performance to characteristics of th2
innovation primarily In accord with their understanding of the innovation
(its intended puréose, use, and changes %yer standard operating oroceddres
tnac are implied by its essential featureL) and its consonance with their
values, eliefs, and role expectations. ‘Hall' s ‘methodelogy provides
evidence that the adaptation process is relatively ordérly and occurs in
several stages. The first and most crucial stage seems to involve the ]
user s assegssment ¢f the innovation how its.use will require changes in
standard procedures and how 1it, js consbvagnt with profes!ional values,
beliefs, and role expectations, t

When the magnitude of change or the discrepancy(rn roles/values
represented by the innd&ation exceed some subjegtive 'limits, the innova—'
tion will be modified until it is within the compliance limits of the .
practitioner. If conditions of use do not permit such adaptation, the

( innovation simply wilkd not be used, or at best will be use fnappropriatcly

"fo direct and enforce "corgect' use vill largely'fail as manv prograr

'

or ineffectively. Under these conditions, even power~cogtcifle tactics

developers, administrators, and change agents have" discovered.
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- 2.
4

; ’ » /\\ (A‘
‘ - '

x.

-




(‘ ) \‘ \‘

" -

. . The implications of these cohsiderations for practitioner involveéent
in staff development involving. use of innovations are direct. Early and
continuous' participation of practiEioners in the analysis and selection

.of innovations to be adopted and adapted ta practice should serve several
» facilitative functions. "First, involvement should act to, surface conflicts
and discrepancies which, as argued above,will accompany any innovati n
and .can block its use Identification.and clarification of these concep-
¢ tual and prgcedural obstacles is a necessary first, step toward their,
_ possible resolution. Second, any change involves some re—education. To
the extent practitioners have 4 nontrivial role in shaping ‘this re-
educative process, they will be more committed to its eventual success.
This constitutes a positive and genuine approach to staff development
for the improvement of practice. Thfrd, success ful experiences in .

. active (rather than passive) involvement of practitioners in the use o&f

innovations serves to build capacity for future changg requirements. - It

can become the basis for the emergence .of professional nprmS regarding
¥

.
e

practitioner roles and expectations,in school change. T .
e : . ' 3 )
Governance and Decision Making A

It was argued above that school practitioners have traditionally been
‘on the receiving end of efforts to improve the quality of educational
practice through imservice training and program development, Similarly,
most important decisions regarding goals and priorities; staffing,
_ administration, and discipline policies; curriculum, and instructional
approaches have been made by school boards and administrators. Yet teachers
L E;ar major responsibility for carrying out these decisions on a day-to- .
. da}vbasisd In recent years a number.of organizational theorists have

. . .,

'suggested that conveptional managemdfit Structures are less than optiémal .
._: for-a variety of organization; and that participatory management struc-
tures will cghtributtdto greater employee satisfaction, smoother organi- '
, *zational functioning, and increased productivity.
»  kortie (#977) describes the formal and legal control structure of
schools as "aonolithic, hierarchicalz:and concentrated" (pa‘%37); Legal

31 ‘i
authority and responsibility for pvliey and school~opera€i%ns rest with

~
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the board of e’ucation, the board may choose to delegate certain powers

to the superintendent and others. However, as Lortie and others point

s out, a number of factors operate to limit realization of the close control*

-

>

and supervision of actiyities implied by the formal structure, 4In con- -

school systems have been described ag operating, in fadt, as loosely
coupled organizations (Weick 1976), functtoning under a highly decen-
tralized system of ‘governance and subject to a complex array of fnflu-
ences—-internal local, state, and federal (Pincus, 1974). Schooling ’///
has been described as a fabor-intensive process (Cresswell & Murphy,
1980), charact rized by pluralism. in goals and values and lack of a clear
and universafdi pﬂacticed technology (Lortie, 1977; Pincus, '1974). It
is generally agreed that most teachers enjoy a-considerable degree of
autonogy with regard to activiﬁies in their individual classrooms (see,
e.g., Goodlad et al., 1974; Hornstein et al., 1971; Lortie, 1977)
) At the same time, however,* teaghers' autonomy and influence have
not traditionally extended beyond the classroom door. Teachers have not,
" for the most part, exerted a substantial degree of collective influence
over decisions made at the school or district level’ (Liebermann, 1956! v
Ambrosie & Heller (1972), among others, point to ten51ons between .the
tradition of "paternalistic beneVOlence , in which decisions are made by
scho boards and administrators, and the emergence of movements toward
- professionalization among teachets. . L
It has been afgued that: -attempts Lo elevate teaching to a fully
professional status will require fundamental changes in some long- ..
standing norms and, role expectations for teachers. Cresswell & Murphy
(1980)°claim that teachers'’ traditional commitment to selflessness
and "optimistic service to the children" (p 223) has made it difficult
) for them to resist decisions made by Tothers that offer improvements in

instruction even if the cost to teachers {s high. They suggest thats

L}
* -

"the professionaL norms of self- determination and autonomous expertise

(:jﬁmy offer an alternative through which geaﬁhérs can contribute to decisions
a

. - v ox
imed at improving ingtruction without demandfnhg excessive personal costs

from practitio‘ners: Corwin (1974) suggests a fundamental dilemma: The ‘

. 19 4. - ¢ '
o , R t -'8‘-1{ A . '
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trast{ to the monolithic, hierarchical formal structure of governance g




individual autonomy traditionally ehJoyed by teachérs has been purchased ’

at ‘the expense of opportunities to exert a collective and significant Y ,'/

influence on schooling.’ He argues that this personal autonomy is quite )

limited ip scqpe and no longer sufficient .to satisfy large numbers of '

teachers. Issues in collective bargaining -and mgyements toward,teacher

militancy have involved attention to involvement in decisions about working ,

conditions, new programs, etc., as well as "bread and butter" issues. °.
Corwin suggests that if teachers as a group develop more cohesiveness

‘(establish a colleague system comparable to that 'in other professions),_

their autonomy--in terms of ingependence from-control by administrators

and key persons outside the school—will be enhanced.

i ‘ - |
4 Theories of Job Satisfaction and Achievement Mativation q’ __,///

As stated earlier, a‘comprehensive and unified théoretical framework
for school-based practitioner involvement has not yet been formulated
Rationales associated with knowledge development and application do not °
really serve as theoréEic statements. Still, some recent theoretical
developments in the psychologies of Personality Motivation, and Achieve— {,
ment (Maslow, 1943, 1954; Herzberg, 1966 Argyris, 1964; Atkinson & Raynor,
1974; Gruneberg, 1979; McClelland, 1961) do appear relevant to issues of
practitioner involvement and staff development. In other words, most of
the theoretical formulations which relate to practitioner involvement
presume some functionpal redationship between practitioner involvemant and
job satisfaction. In the remainder of”this chapter, we will briefly
characterize fhese theories and suggest some staff development implications.

. Job satisfactien theories can be sorted into one of two categories:
those which account for the conditions under which job’ satisfaction (or
dissattfaction) will occur-—called content theories by Campbell, et al.

- , (1970); and those which account for the dynamics of job satgsfaction—* ! .

// .called process theories (Campbell et al. 1970). While the formef--or
" 5"’ content theories —3re generally more widely known and researched the . -,/
proceés theories may appear teeoffer more in the way of inplications for

7. -

practical applications. . . -
! ) ' 20 \_ \

. 24




\ . . .
i

Content Th;ories A Yamiliar content theory of job satisfaction is -

* based on fhe needs hierarchy postulated by Abraham Maslow (19&3 193&) ,
AlthOugh Maslow did not explicitly address job satisfaction, his’ formular
:ions have sewved as the springboard for the two-factor theory of job Lo
'satisfaction made. famous by Herzberg, and have heavily influenced the
writings of organizational theoristé such as Argyris (1960)

Briefly, Maglow pbstulates a five-level hierarchy of human needs"\

which operate to direct human behavior. These needs are: .

(1) Basic physiological (food, shelter); ‘ T

(2) Safety and security (from danger, threat, deprivation) o ’
(3) Social/(affection, affiliation{,

(4) Esteem (self-respect, peer approval, status); and

(5) Self-actualization (fulfillment through self-development) .

. (Maslow, 19534, pp. 35-46)

’

. The first three needs are considered lower order, the last, two higher
order., Man is seen as "a perpetually wanting animal" (Lowry, 1974)
controlled by that need which {s not being fulfilled Only after basic
needs are satisfied will attention turn to higher—order needs In the
job situation, Maslow's theory would predict that only after lower-order .
needs fﬂ. wor&ing conditions, security, and pay have been* satisfied would

the employee seek satisfaction and achievement from the work itself.

A formulation derived from Maslow's work which has stimulated a’

great eal of empirical research is kmown as the Herzberg two-factor =~

theory of job satisfaction. This content theory translates Maslow's

two orders of needs into°fact0rs which conditiopally affect job satis~

faction and dissatisfaction respectively. These two factors are ° ( s
labelled: (1) hygienes, or those conditions whose absence brings about
dissatisfattion; and (2) motivators, or those conditions whose presence

sets the occasion for satisfaction (Herzberg, 1966) .

Examples of hygienes are pay, job sgcurity, employee benefits, and

general working conditions. Examples of motivators are achievement B
incentives, status, challenge, autonomy, and aspects of the work which ‘

bring about intrinsic satisfaction and a sense.of self-fulfillment. hoth

motivators and hygienes must be present in the job context for the emphoyee

' . Coo
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to detive satisfaction from the job. However, the presence or absence N
of motivatorS'will not affect dissatisfaction,‘as_this‘is influenced, '

»

only by hygienes. _ - <. ' T
Thus, Herzberg argues that factors such as vacation and pay schedules
are hygienes which have. little 'to do with deriving satisfaction from a
job, but which certainly. will produge dissatisfaction when they become
. deficient. The work itself, as‘Well as.conditions’ or_ attributes of the
work (growth, achievement, sense of responsibility, recognition) lead to .
satisfaction, provided hygienes properly exist in the work environment

(Herzberg, 1957,.1966)-. ‘

¢

. Process Theories. This second group of theories attend to charac-
teristics‘of the individual in:relation to characteristics\of the job .and
work environment. ,process theories attempt to dezl with (éxplain) the
dynamics of job satisfaction, arguing that job satisfaction is detetmined . .
by the needs, vall%s, and expectations that pegple “have in relation to
their jobs, as well as by the characteristics of the job itself (its -

nature “and context). A corisideration of these theories and the evidence

of their validity strengthens the case for school-based practitiongr

involvgment as an appropriate tactic for staff development and school -

improvement. )

s A fairly direct process " theory of job satisfaction is knoun as Equity

theory (Dunnette, 1976) . Equity theory postulates .that job Satisfaction

will be determined by the individual's-sense of equity regard ng Job tasks, »
‘ _conditions, and rewards relative to those of others in: basically ‘similar
(;iob contexts., The theory prgdicts. the individual wili adjust efforts and.

nput in prepdrtion to equity dischpancigs s/he perceives in thé current

—job sitaaéion. Underpaid employees\will put out less effort or lower their

standards of performance "in proportipn to the wage deficit. Similarly, ‘\ T

overpaid employees would be expegted to engage in instrumental activities
to reducé the ‘discrepancy—or certainly to express dissatisfaction.
Evidence does supporcwthe "underpaid” predictions. " Such émployees *
tend toezs,dissatisfied with their jobs, reduce the quality of their per- .
formanc £ and’ seek ways of increasing their net rewards.. But~"overpaid"
- : ‘ 4 o _
22, _ ' ’
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) employees, in contrast to theoretical gxpectations, seem quickly to L
reconcile themselves to the state of affirs, arguing that it-is others
who'are being undgrpaid, that the system is at fault, or simply denying
" ) thg\‘a discrepancy exists (Pritchard,iet al, 1972) Locke (1976), in
fact, argues that the problem with Equity theory i3 not so much that it
has been disproven, but that it is so loose as to hccount for any £
~ outhme. . ] N .‘
- . A m&dest refinement of Equity theory is a formulation known as
‘Refeﬂgnce Group theory (Hulin K‘Blood, 1968). This theory postulates that T
knowledge of the*reference group t%whom an individual rel?tes is requi- d '
site to understanding job satisfaction. But as Korman {(1977) and others
o .(e g., Locke, 1976; Amall, 1978; Amall & Gruneberg, 1976) point out,
" expectations based on reference é““nps must be supplemented by knowledge*

of gn array of other cogponents, such as personality traits, needs, values, o

and preferences of the |{indiyidkal. In this sense, the:extent of detatled
knowledge required of
'  appear excessive or imééactical. In our view, the theory is of vdlue in

, individual before the theory.can be applied may
. a'less direct sense. It underscores the importance of attending-to;tpe
‘ _;expectations of in@Viduals in relation to theit job or profession as’a -
fundamental and necessary requisite to'understanding job performance. <
A ES‘i!S formalqmodel of Nead Fulfillment theory has been proposed
_ by Vroom (lé ). In this model job satisfacgion s sqeﬁ“as the sum - ' 1
" of the extents ie\vhlch indlvidual hjds are met (or fulfilled) by the . ‘
job characteristics. Moreover, weight®ngs are applied to further scale
need discrepancies, since different needs are assumed t6 va¥y in impor- .
' tance within and across people. Thus, in this theory, one looks not only
" for values that conflict with.or are fulfilled by the Job conditions, but . ¢
) also/;he importance of the specific values. .
' ~ Vroom (1964) cites‘evidené%?showing Yﬁ&&.sha;ed decision ‘making
’ Cparticipative management) leads to improved job satisfaction only to the
‘extent decision inolvement‘ is positively valued by the teachers,
" This means that individuals‘will be disg:ibuted (thiy forh of the d1stri-

bution is unknown) independently on separate values or needs. Assume

the distribution is multivariate normal with respectito n needs, with
»

. , ~ .
», . ' . .
. v , . ) /\4

\
. \
- ©o823 :




- . . ' :
each need occupying ‘an importance or subjective wei,ght (w ). ‘The intro- ~

@ duction of any modification in job conditions can be e*coet;ted to influence\“"
job satisféction as the weighted sum of value/need discrepancies associated

with the condition. Thus:

’

' 7 R s 3
n =
X ' ' erson .
T8 = Z W An where W, = Impdrtance of
P i=] \j: 1 = 1 ‘ need
: ; - RE €Y
1 An, = Change 4 ed
) - i ge in ne
' . \ frate n(i) <,

represents, the expected satisfaction index for person p regarding the

p'ob conditions under consideration. ’ \' \\

~

Cﬁtics (e. .,\'Locke, 1976) of thi~s model argue that it overlooks a

’,- ” major quantitatisg variable--namely, how much of something is wanted. For
example,, x'.ranfing a lot of money is not the same as wanting money a?t, ':
in Locke s opinion. Perhaps a more cha%enging concern pertains to™

.quantification «of values, weights,” and discrepanci;es. The utilitv of ’
this theory, it would appear" is dn its abmty to provide fairly precise /

[\’and detailed predictions of the appropriatepess and acceptability of changes
in job context or canditions. Unlike Herzbexg s/aZ:o el,. it assumes that ‘

- 6 the satisfying or motivating att.ributes of a job ‘are contained not in the

tasks, but in how the tasks relate to the values, needs, and expectations
of the individual who is to carry them out. This provides the job planner
witha pow‘erful capahi‘lity to assess in advance the likely impact of a
# giv ange in job conditions o(staff acceptance and satisfaction.y Stated
differently,. the theory implies that the likelihood a given ‘intervention
will $roduce a specific result can be reasonably wel estimated prior to
- and independent of the implementation of the interven ion under con-
sideration. The interventionist would have to gather :Lnfox;mation on
'extant values of the emp loyess and skillfully analyze how these values
e would be impacted by the planned intervention. By modifying relevant
aspects of the interventipn, presumably unwanted outcot’nes (ranging, fay,
"from reduced net job satisfaction to work slowdowns, strikes, or* resig-

nations) can be avoided. . : ,
w S - ) -
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This Need Fulfillment theory. (or Value_Discrepancy model) seems' . i
to have a great deal of relevance to-staff development objectives, and,.
_appears fairly utilitarian in a prescriptive sense. Two further relevant’ = *. o
theories which foous more on productivity,than on job satisfaction are
Atkinson's theory of Achievement Motivation (Atkinson & Feather, 1966;
Atkinson & Raypor, 1974). and McGregor s Theory X and Theory Y (ﬁcGregor,
1960). . W - Lo

. In his theory of'Achievement Motivation, Atkinson postulates thaty : .
‘an ihdividual's tendency to approach and engage- in an achievement-

\ oriented activity can be represented as the mathematical sum of threéj
» 'eomponents: ..

. - M, or a tendency of thee%ndividual to)engage in a task - v
which offers an opportunity for success, conditioned by:
(1 giiior the~subjective probability that success will be : 9
the outcome (i.e., that the individual will suECeed), and”®

.
g

. (2) Is’ or the importance of sugcess on this task. Thus, -

"this component 1is represented as T = M (P )(I ).
. v
. f’ or a tendency to avoid failure ot avoid situations

where failure is’ likely, conditioned by: (1) Pg, or the
sub3ect1veprobabilitythat a given task will "lead to
- :
faflure, and (2) If, or the importance of the task (sub- ’ “
jective) to the individual. ;his is_represented in -
Yy i1 ' = ‘
Atkinson's theory as T, Maf(?f)ng). o

. Text, or extrinsic influences which produce tendencies ;o
to perform, but which are not part of achievement motivar
tion per se. Thisfcomponent of the theory acknowledges the

influence* that sqecial contexts may exert on the perfor-

- . A
. mance situation. ‘ \! :

Jn words, the theory pr&dicts that achievement-oriented activity will be e
the sum of the individual's attraction\Eo success opportuni!&es (weighted
€y the likelihood of success and the importance. of success offered by
. the situation at hand) plus the individual's avoidance of failure situ-
‘ations (also weighted by the value and likelihood of failure perceived in

the situations) plus a social conformity number, |§>

- ~- j » 25 _ A ) ,*
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'Atkinson's’theoqy appearslas an extension and elahoration of the
Expectancy anéfNeed Fulfillment theories described above (although much
of htiinson's'work clearly predates Job Satisféttion theqry) . Atkinson's
model differs ﬁowever, in several important respects. Firw the incen-
tive values of success (I ) and failure (If) are inverse linea functions
of the subjective estimates of success and failure, respectively, rathér
than independent additive components as in Need Fulfillment theory.”
Second, the theory is mednt'to predict behavior only)in achievement

onl mself

situ’tions , i Y-S tsituations in which a person not
or herself as responsible for a somewhat uncertain out¢ome, but knows that
the ‘outcome for which s/he is responsible will be evalyated against a

. standard 6f excellence (Sjogren & Maehr, 1971, p. 144). In other words,
achievement situations are those which requir’ skill and competence.
Third, a great Ral of empirical evidence has been generated around tests,
refinements, and extensions-of .the theory (see, e.g., Atkinson & Raynor,
1978) . . 1

Mosy .0f the applications of Atkinson's theory have heen in the indus-

trial,workglace, and primarily in redesigning jobs to moEE\closely match
the nature, of tasks with the characteristics‘of the worker subgroups who

~ are to canry them out. In soue cases this-hasrled to job expansion, in’
‘others to~job reduction. Maéhr & Sjogren (1971) suggest a number of
educationaf implications in such areas as gbility grouping and programmed
instruction. More interestingly, they comment, "the techniques generally

. used to attgact and hold teachers, e.g., tenure, salary schedules, pay,

- vacations,-frlnge benefits, cert1fication, etc., are techniQues most

likely to appeal to the person with low achievement motivation...Might !

it be that the supposedly static condition of education is‘a direct

result of personnel practices which tend to discourage the recruitment

<

and retention of§the risk taker and .Innovator?’y (p. 157).
e£ personnel policies -

Klthough it is most unlikely-that educati
ingzntionally screen achievement-orijfnted candldates from the profession,
Maehr nd Sjogren s point deserves consideration. What, one might .ask,

T exists in ‘the educational qpik environment to stihulate or reinforce

N achievement—orien;ed behaviord What opportunities do teachers have to

- ‘ Do
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' see themselves as responsible for outcomes which are to be judged

against standards of excellence’ . ‘ : . - »
The final 'theory" to be considered in this section addresses the

above questions, and has served as the congeptual basis” for at least one

of the successful applications ot practitioner involvement described’in

Chapter 5. This, two-part formulation has been referred to as McGregor's
Theory X and Theory Y. Theory X is based on a set of assgons regarding
th

the Work motives in the average worker. To paraphrase the ry, it
is assumed that the average person: - 'l's
" (1) Has an inherent dislike for work and will avoid it 1f 1/"
B possible.
(2) Prefers to be directed and supervised.
(3) Primarily seeks security. ‘ ‘ R O

3

(4) Has* relatively little ambition,
(5) Wishes to avoid responsibility.

.Because of these negative work-related values, it follows from the theory
that the’ average worker will need to be coerced, controlled, digected,

or threatened with punishment in order to motivate him or her to put forth
adequate’' effort toward achieving organizational objectives. This is ‘thé

rationale for the dominant mode of .management and administration charac-

A

teriStic of American school systems.
Theory- Y, on ‘the other hand makes quite different assumptions e
,rl.
™ regarding work motives and personality dynamics of the average person.

Specifically, in Theory Y it is assumed:

(l) That the’ average person does not dislike work. Rather, the ;
.expenditure of physical and mental effort in work 1% as
natural as play or leisure.

(2) Externalrcontrol and threat of punishment are not the only
means for bringing about efforts . toward organizational
objectives. The average person can and will exercise sel
direction in the service of objectives to which S{Bf is

_committed.
(3) Commitment to objectives is a function of the extrinsic and
’ intrinsiq rewards associated with achievement »

>

(45 The average person learns, under proper condtidns, not only
> to acrept but also te seek responsibility.

.
‘
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The capacity to exgrcise a relatiyelyghigh degree of .crea--
tivity, imagination, and ingeauity, in the solution of task- .
related problems is wiQBQzlhfgf—E§§rowly,'distributed in the:-
general populagion. . . .

In'most contemporary work eqv{ronments, the intellectual
potential of the worker is only pamially reaiized.

-

. . ) (Mescon & Rachman, 1976)

It is immediately'apparent that Theoty Y is supportive and consonant
\ : * - ; - -
with arguments for practitigner.involvement as a means to stafg dévelop~-

meht and jéb satigfacélon. . Moreover, research in the field of job satis~

faction has focused on establishing that:conditions

' Job satisfaction lead also to increased:

which lead to improyved '

St

. ¢ \ R pfoguctivicy, r . . . ' .
. problem-solving effectiveness, _
- . worker commitment;

" ‘ . loyalty and stability, and

] L

. improved workplace Onditionds

These "outcomes' certainly co;respond well to 63jqftives\of most educa=
tional staff develqpment Srogggms. Unfortunately, job satisfaction researgh
has been ihconcluszLe so that arguments ‘for practitioner involvement must
2. ‘be'édvanced more on theoretical or phi;osophical consiéerationsfthén on£
, a strong body of gmpirical evidence.
In.the remainder of tﬁ;ssreport, we will-describe;tﬁe results of our
fnvestigatioﬁ into efforts to bromote more active particip;tion and involve
ment of sthool pracﬁitioners in three major staff deveiopment applications:

. . participation in the r?search and knowledge production process,

>

. active involvement in the-zpplication of innovations to the
improvement of practice, andf

. more active involvemert in school-based instructional ecision
making and goverpance. z o ' ‘Y

V]
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2 Chapter 3 o
‘ PRACTITIONER m%or.vmmrr IN KNOWLEDGE PRODUCTION * .

-
- -

In Chapter 1 we introduced the” concept . of school-based practitioner
involvement for staff development and the 1mprovéhent of practice " “In
Chapter 2 we reviewed argunents that have been advahce5 to support more
active participation of practitionersein knowledge production, utilization,
and governance.. ‘In’Chapters 3, 4, and 5 we Will describe a number of
efforts that have been undertaken with the explicit intent of bringing.
school—based practitiOners into more active roles in these three¢ areas. In
carrying out thls review, we searched the 1iterature for examples bf prac-
titioner involvement applications in Such areas as ‘research, program-dEpIQVve-
ment, and decision makidg In additipn to reviewing the literaturg, we
sélected §5ve efférts representing a fairly broad spectrum of practitioner
inuolvement applications for more indepth case study investigation The case
studies included site visits t{ interview teachers tand other stakeholders
as well as review of available repoxts and g&her\documentation.

I

~ Two case studies focusing on p;actitioner involvement in the production

N

of knowledge are reported in .this chapter; the San Diego implementation of

‘\

‘the Interactive Research and Development on Teaching Project initia;ed at
.the Far West'Laboratory,and the collection 'of processgs for involving prac-
titioners in systematic observation, documentation, and reflection on prac-

.tice developed.at the Prospect School and Center for Education and Research.
Three case studies of practitioner involvement .in governance and decision

’making,will be reported in Chdpter 5, below. Origi\‘B case studies of
applications focusing on knowledge utilization were not’ cdnducted ' for this
investigation. Instead, in Chapter 4 we draw from our own previous work
(Emrfck et al., 1977; Emrick & Peterson, 1978a) as well as the work of others
who have studied the dissemination of knowledge and practice improvements and
the p’rocess of inprovement—oriented ,cl'tnge within school settlngs.

Chapter 3 18 organized into two sections corresponding to two relatively

;distinct general orientations to practitioner‘involvement in knowledge pro-
duction. In the first section we review gseveral. efforts to involve teachers
and other school—based personneI in conducting educatioqal research studies.
Included within this section are a brief review of- the action research ‘move-
ment, the IR&DT case studv, "a descrintion of the teacher collnbc*w.or nronT

currently underuay-at Michigan Statg s Institute for Research -on Teachins,

\f
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and an efforr undertaken in Scotland to involve teachérs in analysis and

interpretation of data in a computerized data bani. In the second sect ’ '
we exazine two approaches focused on developing within teachers the intjl t : 1
and the skills for self-monotoring and disciplined ihquiry into the nature
and impacts of théir own practice: John Elliott's triangulation model and
the Prospect case study.

/// . Knowledge Production gguch L ' o . e

Practitioner-lnvolvement in Research

The Action Research Movement

e ]
b An early approach to bringing practitioners into active participation

in the generation of knowledge was termed action research, Corey (1948) drew
distinction5<between action’ research and rrgditional or fundamental research
in terms goals, assumptions, researcher and practitioner roles, and criteria
for venézj:; the contributiod of findings. Briefly, fundamental research is
carrled‘but to develop new generdlizations and test hypotheses in such a way
‘that conclusions can be extended beyond the specific situations studied. The.,
action reseatch alternative calls for studies done by practitioners within
their own ﬁettings, because "a teacher is most likely to change his ways of
wor?ing with pupils because of information he hf&self accumulates about these
same‘pupils in order to work more effectively with them" (CoTey, 1948, p. 511,
‘ emphasis added). Active involvement of tedchers throughout® the research pro;
cess was a central thrust of action research, although Wiightstone (1949) and -
Chein et al. (1948) suggested that professional researchers could play impor-
tapt roles injhelping develop study plans, instruments, and other technical areas.
Althougt action research approaches enjOyed some popnlaritx‘during the \
1940's and 1950'5,* Corey (1948) pointed to:the paucity of "hOWbto:ﬂinformation
as a major problem. Little Concrete guidance was gvailable for potential ac- R
‘tion researche;s. Further, although improved practice was® the aim, no commonly
accepted standards existed for judgin? the quality f methods, the validity of
findings, 6?‘Eﬂ-ue&g§l impacts ‘on practice. ,As such, it proved difficuit for
,/”Ersons not involved in a specific effort to . judge its merit, and activities ten-
ded to remain isolated rather than feeding into an accumulating Pnowledge base.
The action research movement in education subsided to a considerable
extent after the 1950's (Clegg, Anglin, &.Patton, "1978). This was about
o thF same Eime that federal investment in educational)research emerged as : ~
. — .
See Mort (1945), Wrightstone (1949), and Wann (1952) for examples of action
research efforts. ¥

]
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a significant source of support for universities and‘institutions created
specifically'to carry out educational research and development. In the’
mid 1970s in'terest in bringieg practitioners into active roles in the a
generationﬁkf knowledge ‘through clasSroom-based research emerged again

in sucb.efforts as the Far West Laboratoryls Interactive Research and /

~

Development on Teaching Project. ' '

+ , . Pl

Interactive Research and ‘Develonmentﬂ on Teaching Project (IR&DT)

L.
One of the more serious and carefully studied attempts to design

and implement a'strategy for involving school-based practitioners in

i

collahorative research that is reported in the literature is the Interac-
tive Research and Development 6;\¥eaching‘Project (Tikwmoff, Ward, & X ’
Griffin, 1979). In this project, two local jteards. of teachers, research/
evaluation personnel, and staff developmentlspecialﬂsts were formed to
“{nvestigate issues of thejr own selection and to develop inservice

programs to spread their methodologies and ‘indings to loca1 colleagues.

The IR&DT strategy’ was originally proposed by Bettv Ward and B33l Tikunoff

of the Far West Laboratory as an alternative te the 1inear view of improvement-
oriented change in education as a four-stage process of research, development,
diffusion, and adoption with practitioners inv&lved only in the final

stags. Ward & Tikunoff (1976) criticized the linear model for generally

failing tobring the results of research to bear on programs of teacher
education or ‘classroom practice. In place of the 1inear model, they

proposed ‘an approach calling for research and, development activities to

be conducted concurrently by teams of practitioners, researchers, and .

trainers/teacher efucators on issues and cuestions identyfied bv classroom
A , - b/j? -
teachers. : ’ _ o « -
A \ Y = .
A field trial of the IR&DT strategy was undertaken over a 15-month

period from August 1977 to November 1978, with suonort from the Teaching

and Learning Division pf the National Institute of Education. IR&DT teams
‘,were formed at two locations——an urban site in California (San Dtego) and /f
a rural site.in fermont. These two settin;;e wvere' purposely selected to
provide diverse ‘conditions. "The field trial also included a detailed

investigation of the implementation of the IR&DT approach. The study

o i
*
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- largest municipality in the nation. With a student population of approxi—

[t

~ A\ .

examined iheﬂfea;ib{lity and advisability of the approach bbdth as an
altermative model for conducting educational research and development and’
.as-an intervention intended to provide professional déﬁtlopme%igoppor-
tunities for the participants. | .
Activities supported by IR&DT progressed through a series of staées-
recruitment of team members, orientatfon, selection of a question for l
study, development of the study design, data collection, analysis and
reporting, dissemination of/uetheds and findimgs. With the exception of
recruitment and orientation, major responsibility for the various activi-
ties was assumed by the local teams. -Researchers from Far West conducted
the recruitment and orientation and provided technical assistance upon
request. The.Far West researchers convened an advisory panel to.provide
feedback to the local teams regarcing their study design and draft reports.
Six juries, with members representing research, teacher educatiom, and
practice perspectives, were assembled to Judge the local teams' study

b
products according to two criteria: technical rigor (soundness of the

design, data collegtion procedures, <analysis techniques, etc.) and useful-
ness to practitioner audiences. In carrying out the current investigationk
of staff development issues.in practitioner involvement, a follow-up case
study of the San Diego fﬁ;DT site was conducted. This study is reported

below. - © . L.

Context. The San Diego Unified School District serves the nin*n

mately 120,000 (as of 1977-78) distributed over a 195 square mile area,

the distrigg, includes 122 elementary and 39 secondary schools. The IR&DT e
project operated in two elementary schgols' the first, a small school L
¢400 pupils) serving predominantly “black (2541 and hispanic (20%) pupil
popu-atiogi and heavily impacted by federal and state catevorical aid

programs; the other, a much larger school (1200 pupils) located in a
‘middle-income suburban area where the popula;ion was predominantly white

(77%).-" ' . )

Recruitment of Team Members.. geélection of two schools as sites from

which to draw practitioner participants for the local team was accomp lished

bv working throuch addnistrative channels. The Far West originators
32 V4
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of the IR&DT strategy met first with the district's inservice education

director and _one of the elementarv education area directors. S:aff at the
school in the low-income area had previously expressed interest in
collaborating with the Far West staff on a similar effort; the other - «
< school was suggested to provide for diversity in ‘pupil populations and '
school organizational features.’ Principals at the two schdols were
contacted next; they agreed to allow Far West staff to recruit volunteers -
" from among their faculties.’ ) b

Presentations were. made to theifaculties at each school to explain
the IR&DT strategy and-the role that teacher participants would play. At
the low-income school, three teachers who expressed interest were selected.

" At the larger school, t}e teachers expressed interest; one was .seleéted.
(The four teachers selected all taught in primary grade classrooms; the
other teacher taught fifth grade ) The teachers represented a range in ‘14
experience. One was new.to teaching, another had seven years of experi- o

_ence and was considering énrolling in a master's program; the third

_had recently completed her master's (in educational administ¥ation) and
was interested in moving to a;radministrative position on the district
staff; the fourth had almost ten-years of classroom experience and a

" master’s in early childhood educatiop. .

The researcher and teacher educator memhers of the team were nominated
by the district's inservice education director. These roles were originally
envisioned as filled by university ‘personnel, such that IR&DT would
represent a strategy tnvolving inter—institutional collaboration. This
staffing configuration was used at the rural IR&DT site. However, at the .
San Diego site, the district maintained both an evaluation oglgce and a
staff’development office, so it was dectded to staff the local team ,

A

entirely from within the .school system.

Orientation/lnitial Training. Participants~were recruited in Spring

* 1977. . The first major activity was a three-day orientation amd training

session in August. The purposes of this session were to:

(1) introdhce the team members to various research paradigms,

*{2) inform the feam members of theiv‘roles regarding IR&DT
~ inplencntatlon,
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(3) explain the data ¢ollection procedhres to be used to study
the manner in which each team wént about IR&DT implementa-
tion, and .

(4) explain the fiscal, inter-institutional, and other procedures
. . for communication related to administration of the project.

(Tikunoff, Ward, & Griffin, 1979,
p. 125) ! -

Open-ended feedback questionnaires co;pleted after the initial éission
indicated that participants generally understood and endorsed the con-
cepts underlying IR&DT and the roles” that they were expected to plav in
' the effort. During intexrviews conducted more than ;wa years later for

the current case sﬁgd?w.teacher participants recall@d that ‘they had

* found the 'technical presentations at'the sgssion (e.g., development
of a research design, use of ethnographié methddélogy) overvhelming
and somewhat prematuie. Completion oftthe first task on the agenda
presented to them--i.e., selection of the resegrch qpestlop ( a task
in which teachers were told they would have the major‘say)-wﬁs agparently
of more immédiate relevance to the teachers than activities that woulﬁ
occur somewhere down the line. The teachqrs also recalled the' off-campus
setting for the sessjon as providing an atmosphere conducive to produc~

wtln, .
. tive interactions and development of an early sense eof teamwork.

\ .

Selection of the Research Topic. The research question selected
by the ?an Diego team was the following: -
What ére the strategies -and techniques which classroom teachers
uge to cope with distractions to classroom instruction and how
effective are the fechniquéb?\
The topic grew out of early suggesff%n; from teacher participants that
.the tean focus on an issue related to discipline ‘and to the district's
expressed interest.iﬂ“maximizing pupils' time-oh-task; All team members
. found the topic acceptable. However, a major area of interest sé thg
team--the opening weeks of ‘school--was effectively eliminated from'conf
sideration because of the sé;edule. Both the local team and the Far //
West staff have reé9mpended thaa orientation, Issue selection, and

design activities be accomplished du}iné late gpring and summer in fufure

’
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efforts of this type, so that teacher participants will have time to
eX¥plore the literature for alternative«}ssues and the full school year
will be available for data collection (Tikunoff, Ward, & Lazar, 1980).

Development of the Research Design. The research design was prepared

during Fall 1977. According to teachers interviewed, the researcher/
evaluator "guided" activities during this phase of the effort; he and the
staff development specialist were acknowledged by teacher participant; as
having greater familiarity and expertise regarding technical iSSues.
Teachers were involved in decisions about data collection approaches and
development of categorization schemes for repording distractions in the
///classroom, teachers' coping behaviors, and the effectiveness of‘these
. behaviors toward resumption of instructioen. v
Teachers' participation at this stage involved attendange-/at team
. meetings and visits to other classrooms to observe the types of distrac-
o " tions oceurring and the coping techniques used by teachers. Both teacherEE?
and principals expressed a desire ‘to keep -teachers' time out of class to

-

a minimuh., Hence, team meetings during.this and subsequent phases of the -
*
project were held after school, on the weekend,.and during school vacations.
f »

Data Gathering. Data collection was carried out in the classrooms

of the four-teachers on the team and fou¥ additional teachers recruited
by the team.. The additional teachers were selected to match the original

. team members in terms of grade level and pupil populations. According to
team teachers interviewed, recruiting the additional teachers‘was not
particularly difficylt. It was hoped that these teachers would supplement
the original team, P cipating. actively in data analysis and report

-

A ' Apreparation activities. However, Sustaininéltheir involvement bevond data

. collection proved to be difficult, it appears that they did not become

v
S

"fully integrated into" the or1“1nal team,

-

s

Three'data-gathering approaches were employed: (L) obserVations usinp
checklists on which types, frequencies, and. duration of distractions and- ' Af

coping behaviors were recorded (2) narrative ‘accounté generated simultaneouslv

.“

*

-
Teachens were compensated for time spent on project work outside normal
work héurs, .

e . »
*

. .
‘ r,
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° purpose of looki&g for patterns in distractions and coping techniques. J

v

'y

Vs

-

by an ethnographic observer; and--(3) journals in which the;classroom
teachers recorded their perception of the classroom environment, ac¢tivi-
ties, distractions, and coping techniques on the daysgwhen they were )
observed Seven of the observers were expetrienced classroom teachexps on
leave of absence trained to use the checklists; the eighth observer had
experience using ethnographic ‘approaches.

“Data, collection included three cycles of observation. After the
second cycle, all eight teachers met with the. researcher/evaluator and ‘@,‘
staff development specialigt to develop preliminary results and discuss
coping strategies that appeared to be most effective. Team members des-
cribed this activity as an "intervention;" one of tzﬁir interests in the ////
final observations was to see whether new coping te®hniques were being
used and, if so, whether the new techniques were effective. However,
they also stressed that their orientation was not evaluative in the sense
of judging e@gh other's effectiveness or dictating coping strategies to
be followed on the basis~of their observation data. The intervention
consisted of group discussions among a collection of experienced practi-
tioners% the inservice specialist, and the evaluator, each of whom could

draw on his/her own experience as well as data collected for the specifib

Data Analysis and Report freparation. Analysis of data from the e

third cycle proved somewhat difficult. After the groupt discussion of
coping techniques, several of the teachers began to experiment with non-~
verbal coping techniques (e.g., a prearranged signal to a child who was
creating a disruption). However, the observers often did not recognize
that a teacher tquching her nose while looking at a particular child was
using ah intentiondl coping device. ‘As such, the checklist data, showed
less use of cop*nn techniques than expected. " The teachers foﬁnd evidence
.of the use and effectiveness of the nonverbal techniques in their journals
and the ethnographic accountg. This they viewed as demonstrating the
importance of using multiple approaches to data collection as well as
confirming the value of their own involvement in the analysis phase of
the.research..

*  Teachers involved with preparation of project reports described the

writing stare as one of the nere difticu%éspects of their involve mtnt

1 4
v
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As classroom teachers they hadsaf‘most. o training or experience in

i canventions of reporting research resu'lts. Teachers suggested that
futur’e efforts of this type“be scheduled-so that writfng activities
- ‘would be done dur.ing the summer and recommended that some trgining .and

.assistance in technical re?port m:siting be provided to -teacher participants.

A

- DLSseminatian ' Local Traini;gggnd External Reporting. A distinctivé
e feature of the IR&DT approach was the explicit connection it caIled for
between research and staff development. One product of the local teaf's
. effort was an inservice program designed to give larger numbers of teachers -
direct experience in carnying ouzfsimilar research. The program was T
'developed by .the local team and ught by the’ staff development speciaLr
ist (with some involvement of. practitioner Leam members. The,inservice
%wq program was not tntended simply to pass on the findings from the I
team s work; nor was it intended to take additional teachers throug the -
a research des gn,
with both the

t’hodology and the findings from the original study and ta provide them

entire process of seJ.ecting a tfpic\te/study, crea

and so on. Rat{ler, the aim was to fafniliarize. Eea

'\-wit opportunities to co . ct\additionq%data on distractions and coping , -
. gt '

behav;.ors in their own ¢ assTooms.

r" % Accerding to the inservice Specialist the program has -been offered:-
~" \ four times and ha&been well subscribed He gttributed the popu}arlty )
e 5\ the course in part to-its'focus on classroom managem%t issues. (The
‘ t majority of ins ce offerings in~the district de ith curriculum.)
T#e course has also attracted %nterest within the centr?i:ffice because — /

of&its relevance to the district s emphasis on increa.sing pupils' time on \
X R ;

task. RN

-

L] 4

fficult aspects of the/(;rogram-the observation (—\}

component--may 1s 'ge one of its st valuable. According to the inse

One of "the moxe

vice spec,ialist, the prospect of bairrg observed is still a source of c:.s-—
qomfort and apprehension for some teachers. However, thé original IR&D’I‘
team teachers inmsisted that”the inservice program in.clud? observations.

To reduce anxiety about observation, teachers} in the program are paired .
‘j\so that each observes in, the other's classroom. Although some di:fficulties
‘3" ’have ;isen in securing released time for teachers.to ,carr;; out the obser-

vatiogs, ma'w regard thL on-'»ortunity to observe another classréo 5

~ ?

o
>
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valuable, particularly in demonstrating that similar distractions arise
in other c1Mses' ald that alternative ‘coping strategies may be worth
tzying. The experience of bein observed can be valuab® too, since it pro-
vides the tegcher with new £nformation on events- M his orﬂher classroom (
’d access to the perspectiye of a colleague who has visféed the class-.
ﬁreem*éuring instruction Even some teachers who _expressed early concern
.\about being observed came to value the opporfunity for collegial inter- '
change and suggested that teachers should be given more occasio to
. Qbserve in each others' classes. The inservice specialist reported that
data from the additional 3servations in primary grade ;:lassrooms tend
tp replicate the distraction patterns (frequency, source) from the origi-
nal study, data from upper glementary and secondary clagsrooms have
revealed new. patterns, e}jdiaing the findings frdm the earlier work
E 'With regard to dissemination beyond the district, efforts have been
limi IR&DT team members, including prac¢titioners, have participated"
in n tional conferences and presented their work at meetings oﬁ@profes—
sional research assoqiations. Inyolvement in fhese disﬁeminatiﬁn activ~
ities has generally béen 1nitiated by Far WestcLaboratory,and presenta-
" tions have dealthainly with the interactive and’ collaborative nature of .

the IR&DT strategy rather than with the details of the local team's

a

research methods and-finaings congerning € asirqom distractions.

£y

Discussion. The exp ience of the San 6§ego IR&DT team proV1des

E evidence to support the feasibility of exterpally initiated efforts to
provide gchool practitioners with training and actual expepience in con-
» ducting research % n classrqom settimgs. Juries of resﬁachers, teachers,
and-teacher educators asseglled by the originators of the IR&DT strategy
judged the San Diego team'd work to be somewhat more rigorous “than the
,%verage educational research project, very useful to teachers, and md%h ?
more useful for starf development purposes than typical research "How-
gver, the same jurtes arrived at a different set of Judgments concerning
) the products generated by\the other IR&DT team.t

o L3

- - - -
*
The second IR&DT team, located in rural Vermont, investicated the ques-
tion: 'Aré there relationships between the moed of the teacher and the
teacher's classroom supportive {natructional behavier? If so), what is
he nature o!f thest realationships?
/ . . K

'
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The second team efforts were rated as less rigorous than typical = ’
research, not at all ful for- classroom instruction, and about as use-
ful as typical R&D forlstaff d velopment purposes. Judged as an alter- '
native approach to carrying ogé research, then, the IR&DT strategv proi
duced mixed results. Given that only .two sites were included in the
test of the IRSDT strategy:nthe reasdms for the substantial differences
in the technical soundness a?d practical ntility of the two teams'
efforts (as judged by the juries) are difficult to determine, the Far
West researchers spec ted that differences in! team leadership, don- N

tinuity of perscnnel, and teacher participants® previous experience with
p p

innovations.were important factors. C -

.
The Far West researchers also examined IR&DT as an jntervention

cluded that’IR&DT

intended: ts\produce staff development benefits to the local particinants“‘
and the institutions in which they worked. TheZ—eon
was relatively suc233§ful as an intervention in both sejtings in terms
of increasing participants’ understanding of the complexities of the
classroom environment; proV1d1ng them with new skills for carryigg, out
research and 1nterpret1ng research studies done by others; reducing iso--
lation and buildihg colkgial relationships among practitioners ds well
as between practitioners and research/teacher education specialists,
* enhancing participants' sense of professionalism and increasing their
awareness of, and willingnéss to consult, fiew resources for information
— and ideas. The Far West T seax:hdrs concluded thatfthe approach repre— :
sented an important vehicle for professional growth amdng the participants,
"with a significant potential for encouraging practitioners to become care=
ful observers of their: prﬁ%tice and to assume responsibility for improv1ng
their practice. ’ K - ) . -
Among “‘the teachers«on the team, some differences in participation
level and apparent impact were identified durinﬂ the interviews conducted -
for this case study. The two. younger teachers were more ﬁ\auilv 1nyolved
in the final stages of the effort (analysis, reporting, and training) thar, -
were the other two teachers. Various'team members agreed that the younger
teachers found their pamticipation a stimulating experience that. presented
new challenges and opened uwp new possibilities: for their roles as educa*
tion profes21onals. Both enrplled in masters programs during ot after ™

4 e . - ) C

B .‘u 39




their involvement in IR&DT. One has become a resource teacher at a magnet
school ’n the district, where she ig involved in the planning' And imple-
mentation of an observational study investigating pupils academic learn~
ing time She attributed her assignfment to this post, and her ability to
assume a leadership role in-the new study, in large measure to"er‘exper-
ience'in IR&DT. She also reported maintaining some contact with the
researcher/evaluator and staff development spefialist team members, whom
she regards as sources of ad ice on technical matters and inservice

*

techniques.
l Of the two teachers Less involved in‘the reporting activities, one ‘

hasaretain\d her

a reSOurce teach

gﬁent as a classroom teacher. The other has become
c}‘

gdn the district's human\relations program, providing
R

training to dfstr ‘¢t and school staff and- in-class p#bgrams for students.
This teacher describeahher ;ﬁﬁDT experience as related only marginally.
to her curzent assigﬂﬂént-«iﬁggely in téms of increasing her skills

related to reading‘and as;scs1ng research reports. She emphasized the

pnofessional developbenégbenefits for the two younger teachers--the _

,maturity they had demonsﬁ&gted and the new skills, enhanced self~esteem,

‘and leadership'abilities——as the primary:benefit from the program.
- -~ . '. . ,A‘ . ¢ . - | ’
Teacher Coldahpratdr Pfogram . ! ) '
. B
An alternativg means for direptly involving small numbers of school-

based practitionersbin the %onduct of educational research studles has
Abeen developed ‘at Michigan State Univetsity's Ins%itute for Research on-

. «5
ﬁ; Teaching. Through the Teacher Collaborator program, ndividual practi—

tioners have been released from their teaching %ignments on a half-
time basis #o “Work with’Institute staff‘on on ingd research studies for
'periods of a year or- longer (Bawden, Florio, & Warjous, 1980) While

serving as a t§§cheq collaborator, with half of hils or her galary paid

Jthe Institute, the practitionér remains in the classroom half time.

The teacher ¢collaborator program has not be studied as an aporoach
to generating valid and useful research to the same‘extent as the IR&D?
proach, Institute researchers have described the teacher cellabor-

)ato s éS\Valuable informants whose knowledge of classroom events adds an
important perspective to development and iwolementasion of data collectlon
-procedures ahd to data analy51s and interpretation of findings. ?or the

I 1‘;“ t \‘ I' “'.
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,ing contact with practicing teachess.

researcher, the priﬁary‘ﬁenefits of the approach‘are increases in the
validity of the Specific research carried out with assistance from teacher
collaborators ahd in the'understanding of the classroom setting and the

practice of education that researchers develop through close and continu-

A teacher collaborator has described his experience in the program

as an opportunity for personal and professional growth that 4s not avadl- -
able in staff development programs typically offered to teachers. The

,vast majority of inservica offerings are focused on improving pupils' -
motivation and achievemenr through training teachers to use new curricula,
teaching methods, or activities. Inservice is viewed as a means for bring~

ing practice more tclosely in line with standards and objectives determined
by 'persons other thati the practitioners themselves, Taﬁidg time away from
classroom instruction for professional development or other activitiesvis

»

actively discouraged; hence staff development tends to consist of short-

" term, fragmented efforts conducted at.the end of the school day. As a

result, inservice becomes viewed more or léss as a necessary evil by
teachers, administrators, and staff developers alike. Differences in indi-

vidual practitioneré' values, beliefs, and behatiors are often treated essen-

7/
. tially as impediments to improvement. Opportunities for professional inter-

actions and interchange with colleagues or.pé§§ons from other sectors of
the educational community are few. These conditions of isolation and lack
of stimulation are regarded by the teacher collaborator as a major contribut-
ing factor to the growing phenomenon of burnout among classroom teachers.

In contrast to the view of staff development as a corrective and.
standardizihg activity held within the publigaschools, the teacher collab-.
orator describes his exposure through the prdgram to a very different S

orientation to professional development held in the research community.

-

In particular, the research community -

...encourages professional development of a more personal nature

by valuing activities other than thfse valued by the public
\hgghools. The abil to articulate philgsophies of education,

even conflicting posophies, is looked upon favorably. The
. ability to question and discover is of extreme iqm.a‘?icé to. N
‘one's functioning in the research community. Keépin®abreast /
*of current.research in professional journals is a necessary

survival skill encouraged and promoted in research. The ability °

h

. v
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to write and be published is seen as a Jeqﬁirement rather than
a nice frill, The research community values -the exchange.of
jdeas and the ability te .disseminate methods, findings, and
implicatioqi at a national level. - . ¢

. (Bawden, Florio, & Wanous, 1980, o. 20)

In shoft, professional development is regarded as a 1ifelong process of
growth that is goverened by the indiviéual professional and highly
valued.by the community. 4 .

The teacher collaborator describes the’program as a stimulating oppor-
tunity to "live in two worlds" and to study teaching "from the outside."
What is not yet clear is the exter® to which individual practitioners
participating in activities of this type wil® be able to affect some
reconciliation for themselves be@ween the disparate values held by the
research and bublic school communities, or how the small number of teachers

who may become {nvolved in such efforts can bring about \any recognizable

impacts oa the systems in which they work.

Scottish’ Education Data Archive Q
cribed by Cope & Gtay,(l979). Their effort was designed to acquaint
teachere and administrators with the Scottish Education Qata Archive, a
“data base containing information obtained‘throuéh a national survey of
Students and‘persons‘recently'cutdpf school concerning theiy school
experiences. Distinguishing their approach from efforts in the "teacher
as researcher'" movement that fodus on training teachers to carry dut orig-
inal research in their classrooms, Cope & Gray‘argue that information in
extant data bases is of potential value to Dractitione*s. Its relevance
to them can be established by involving them in data anglysis : and inter-
pretation; they need notibe involved in collecting hew data. C0pe & Gray
outline an additional aim of their -approach as providing oractitioners
equal access to the information resources currently used by educational
policy mi:s. Practitioners, they reason,'will be able to ‘enter into
deliberal s about the content and conduct of education only when they
have access to the information respurces ‘uged by others.

The approach taken by Cope & Gray involved a series of workshops and

tutorials in varjous locations across Scotland These activities had two

ﬁ . : 42 ) ‘

The genegation of knowledge through educational research is also des-
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objectives: (1) convincin practitioners that the.data bank ccesained
information potentially relevant to addressing their own questions and
concerns; ,and (2)_deyelopment within practitioners of the skills in
questieh” framing and data inquiry needed to make use of the data base.
The problem areas Teported by Cope & Gray largely involved oYercoﬁing
teachers' skepticism about the relevance of research data to their own
concerns and, in particular, ‘their suspicion about the validity of self-
report data collected from students (Elliott, 1977, "reported a similar
problem in his alcount of efforts'to implement triangulation)., Special
problems emerged when research data came info apparent conflict with
the practitioners' heliefs and value systems orwith the conventional
wisdom, \ _ )

According to Cope & Gray, pradtitioners came to constitute one of
the most active and growing groups of users of the data bank.® At the
same time, they also. point out that the proportion of the national teacher
population who became aware of the data bank was "tiny", and the propor-
tion who actually used the data bank to examine questions of interest to
them was even smaller. Like the IR&DT researchers, Cbpe & Gray describe
their efforts to date to involve school practitioners in knowledge - pro-

duction mainly as a demonstration of the feasibility of their apprbach.

4 Knowledge Production through

" Praktitioner Reerction and Self-Assessment «<

Some reséarchers and others have questioned the appropriateness of
approaches to .the professional development of practicing teachers that
focus exclusively on training them to use-the traditional methods of
educational research, These arguments were reviewed in Chapter 2 above,
for the most part they call into questien the assumption that practitioners
can or will employ .the methods of scientific research to address the
problems and congerns that téey face inf}he classroom on a-daily basis.
MacDonald (1974), Elliott (1975), Bufsis (1980), and others have suggested

that alternative approaches that acknowledge the legitimacy of the
practitioner s perspective and seek to enrich*\r::her than change, this

" perspective by bringing the, practitioner inr.. di <t and regular contact

with the views of colleagues and/or other groups in the educational

[
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. community are needed. ’They reasdn tha£ such .approaches, which do not |

askyhe practitioner to "live in two worlds" byt rather to consider
alt rnétiVe‘interpretations of past events and courses of future actioms,
are better suited to the complexities of the classroom environment and the
teacher's need to respond imﬁediately to situations that cannot be fully
an:icipated v - )

In the remainder of this chapter, two such approaches are described. N
The first 1s the, triangulation model developed by John Elliott and his
colleagues as a means of helping teachers tec reflect critically on their
own practice and ultimately to build practical theories of teaching on
the basis of practitioners' implicit theories.ind practical deliberations.
The second is the collection of processestor'ob rvation, dooumentation,

‘ eﬂégjped by Patricia Carini

t\ and her colleagues at the Prospect Archive and Center for Educatioﬁ_and

and reflection on practice in the classroom d

Research.

TheLTriangulation Model

John Elliopt s triangulation model was developed within the context
\of the Ford Teaching)ProJFct s attempt to involve school practi n
research on the problems of implementing inquiry/discovery approaches in
classrooms (Elliott, 1977). The ofiginél research agenda called for an
action research program‘of collaborative examination of ioplemenéation
problems, development aod_testing of possible solutions, andﬁclariflcation
of the values and aims 1ﬁplicit in 1nquiry/disco§ery approaches. Tt was
assumed that practitioners' iovolvement in the research would lead to’ .
lprofeS§ional development among the participants by enabling them to ’
reflect critically on their own oehaviors and tH&:o;eories implicit_g?thin
these behaviors and‘to consider alternatives that might be more compatlble
wvith the obJectives of the instructional approaches they were attermting,
to implement ’ The alm was to generate explicit Practical theories which
R the teachers could use to examine their own practice. It was also expec-
ted that the collaborative 1fvolvement of researchers and teachers would
N " lead to production of knowledge that would&pe applicable beyond the ‘

Vlmmediate settihgs in which the research was carried out. That is, it was
‘ 1] =

. . . ."' aa'/\
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assumed that certaih patterns in teachers' behaviors and implicit
theor%_;/represented frequently encountered obstacles .to successful
implementation ¢ of inqutry/discovery appfoaches and that increased under-
standing of these patterns would facilitate future implementation efforts.
) Elliott and his_coifeagues encounteied a number of difficulties
in their early coptacts with the tedchers (gaining access, building
interest in. participation,.developing a shared language, etc.). Teachers
indicated that they did not have the time to carry out the documentation
and othefr tasks as planned. Further, many saw little need for the research
activities because Ehey felt they Gere encountering few, if any, problems
in t&eir clagsrooms. Elliott s team recognized that some modifications to

the original design were in order: . . "

We faced a situation.where two-thirds of the teachers who had
joined the project appeared to have little interest in doing ¥
action research or oppotagnities within their schools to cul-
tivate such interests. e, therefore, had to'draw a firm
distinction between those teachers who are ready to reflect
more deeply about their practice because they at least sense
gaps between it afid their aspirations, and those who are not
ready because they have no sense of any such gap existing...it
became clear that our Problemeswas how to motivate the majority
of tedchers to adopt a reflective stance, since the action-
research approach presupposes readinesg to reflect. And even
those dozen or so teachers who were properly motivated found

- pressures time and work load overriding their commitment to

the enterprid<.

—

.(Exliott, 1977, p. 5, emphasis. addéd)

. The triangulatioh approach taken by thé researchers in response to

. this situation was attembted both as*a tool or device to facilitate

.reflection among the minority of teachers who appeared ”ready" to adopt a

k]

reflective stance toward their ‘practice and as a motivating Ephlce for

the larger group of teadﬁers who did not appear ready to engage in self-
monitoring activities Triangsiation techniques were imitially used
onilly.in the classrooﬁé‘of teachers helieved ready for sel{-monitg;ing,

+in the hope that data would be shared with otherjteachers and that exposure
to the benefits of 6he>e§proach would motivate some of these others gor"
engage in reflection and self-examination themselves. Elliott desarihes

tle trian_gulat"\" technique as follows: _

2 . -~ co ‘
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Triangulation -involves gathering aécoirts of a teaching situation
from three quite different points of view: those of the teacher,
the students, and a participant observer...Each point of the
ytriangle stands in a unique epistemological position with respect
to access to relevant data about a teaching situationf The per-
son in the best position to gdin access via introSpection to the
intentions and aims ip the situation is the teacher. the students
.are in the best position to explain how the teacher's aétions
influence the way they respond in the situation. The participant
observer is in the best position to collect data about the obser—
vable featyms of the interaction between teacher and students. =
By compdring an accouné?with the accounts from the two other
standpoints, a person at one point of the triangle has an oppor-
tunity to test and perhaps revise it on the basis of more suffi-
cient data. - ¥

« ’ (Ibid., p. 10)
e

Implementation of the’ technique involved observation and tape—
recording of classroom instruction by a member of tHe research team,

" followed by tzpe-recorded interviews of the classroom teacher and the

a

students. The researchers encountered some early apprehension among '
teachers and students alike. To reduce teachgrs anxiety about collection

of students perceptions and Judgments, the teacher was irterviewed first,
and students were interviewed only with the teacher's permission. To

reduce student concerns and increase. candor, researchers conducted the

o

student interviews, and studgnts were allowed control over teacher access
to the accounts they provided. %lthough the research team bore the

major responsibility for collecting accounts during the early implemen-
tation of triangulation, Elliott has reported that the teachers themselves

came to exercise considerable initiative in the process: .

.. As the project progressed we found that many.of our teachers
began to initiate triangulation procedures for themselves.
They called us. in, told us what to look for, and took the
initiative 4n eliciting both our ‘accounts and those of stu-
dents, although'on occasions shey still asked us to interview
students to check on their own progress in getting honest - .
feedback. - . (Ibid., pp. 10-117.

Elliott reports considerable success in usiné this tr{angulation

approach as a means of motivating and enabling teachers to engage in

" systématic, disciplined self-study. Out of 40 teachers who originally

agreed to participate and 30 who r@mained involved through' the course of

i

1]
'y

Gy R .
A =

N




. .
« ’ i

the project, 24 became actively involved in studying their own practice.
of these only a minority made consistent us® of all the techniques that
mahe up triangulation. The others kept field notes and/or tape-recorded (—‘“sf
lessoms. Elliott also reports a substantial increase in teachers'

efforts to obtain honest feedback from their students. He reports that
teachers developed interest in the generali.able aSpectQI‘; their Experi-n
ence as they became more willing and better dble to engage in reflection
% and self—stu@y. Some of the teachers tested hypotheses developed through

the triangulation process in their own classrooms as a support ‘to the

Aaction research program. : .

13
a

Reflective Processes Developed at the Prospect School, Archive, and Center
- S

for Education and Research A . .

-—
£

The Prospect échool, Archive, and Center is the source of a collection
of processes designed to support ongoing examination of educational theory
: and practice. The collection encompasses three major types of activity ) ,

in which practitioners are seen to play an essential role: (1) 6bservation;
(2) documentation, and (3) reflective conversations. These_activities '
function both as a support to.practice and as a resource for more formalized
studies of children's learning. They have -been developed as vehicles which
practitioners, with training an guided practice, can uge for self- inquiry
and sharing of experiences and insights among themselves or in collabofation
with personﬁel from 6ther segments of the educational community (e.g.,
researchers, teacher educators). Onme particularly noteworthy feature of
this case is the conception of classroom practice, teacher education (pre—

« gservice and inservice), and regearch and inquiry as highly interrelated. .

 Activities currently underway at the Prospect School and the Archive and
Center include programs for children, professional‘developnent for edu-
cators, "and research——and,hax at their core a view of learning as a

l;ﬁelong“pfbcess “of inquiry and exploration and of the practitiomer as an
' aetive and informed partner in this process. - : . . ,

&

Context ahd General Orientation. The Prospect School was founded,in
1965. It currently functions as a private, nongraded school serving

approximately 100 children between the ages of 4% and 14. Informational

-
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materials developed at Prospect describe the instructional setting as an

open classroom edvironment and place the philosophy underlying the school's

h

. general approach within the humanistic tradition: The school is committed a
¥ N

not to a particular instructional method or curriculum, but rather to "the
essential reciprodity between thought and action Ebased on] che observa-
tion that practice uninformed by thought, stultifies, while theory unin-
formed by practice is sterile" (Carini 1978a, p..1l). Learning is con-.
ceived of as a lifelong process of inquiry and explorauion; and ‘thg school
is viewéd as "a centep for learning--not %:st for teaching...The teacher oy
and the school are active and informed partners in the learning process” .
(Prospect School, 1979, p. 3). i

‘ The Prospect School and the Prosﬁict,Archive and Center are housed L
in separate facilities and maintain relatively separate staffs (totalling

- 19 professionals), although personnel from the School and Center interact -

‘on a frequent and regular basis: Materials describing the School and
Center's programs, and interviews with School and Center staff conducted
for this case study, indicate that the missions of the two institutions
overlap to a considerable degree and include attention to areas-of educa-
tion ofte:\Ereated as quite separate specializations. The breadth of - .
thefshared mission, is iudicated in a statement describing Prospect's com-
mitmentr ’

...to the humane education of children as dindividuals, to the |
continuing proféssional education of teachers and other human
service professionals within. a philosophical perspective, to M
ongoing inquiry into the phenomena of human growth and learn- X y
ing, and to the continual improvement of documentarxﬁprocesses
for field-based research and evaluation. -

(Prospect School, 1979, p. 2, enshasis added)

.t -

he School and the .
Center is the Prospect Archive--a unique collectign,of data on children,

The Prospect Archive. An important link bgtwee

including children's writing and art wark, teaéhers; records, and docu-
mentation of classroom observations, dmassed over the 15 years since the , ,J
* School's founding. Work samples and documentary records have been main-
' 1ﬁi§edf;oi children, ennolled at Prospect for periods of up to nine years;
as a body of descriptive and doCumentary material on individual children,
*the Archive is probably unparalleled in its size (estimated at 250, OOD ‘
€
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‘vorh saﬁples from over 300 children) and its organization (children's .
work. and’individual records are organized longitudinally by ‘child; group
i

or clgss records are maintained separately) - s
& .

Observation. Obser;ationaof children in the classroom forms tHes~,
basis for the.record-keeping and reflective convérsaqion processes -~
,developed at ‘Prospect. Patricia Qgrini Directer of the Prospect Archive
and Center, has described the orientation tcward observatipn in a mono- -

,graph entitled The Art of Seeing and the Visibility of the Perspn (Carlni,

1979). .She distinguishes her orientation toward observation from the

positions commonily found in the literature on educational research
The scientific observer-—-detached, objective, at'work in"a *
laboratory equipped with standardized and complex recording
instruments—-is a clyche of 'our times. It is, in fact, so *
common a view that the term pbserver is virtually synonymous
in common parlance with distance, detachment, impartiality,
and neutrality. /(Carini 1979, p. 13)

The result of Viewing the observer in this light, .Carini argues, 1s that

the act of observation is minimized iam favor of the operation of recording:
. 3

The observer assufies the .relatively passive posture of record-

ing according to.a standardized procedure. Ideally, he records
measuréments provided by a,refined instrumentation: Less \\\
ideally, and in the less rigbrously scientific.fields such as
psychology'Jhe records behaviors or traits which can later be

coded numerically and made available to statistical treatment

according to the same procedures" applied to data gathered in
the physfcal world. However loose or rigérous, the focus on (;'
obse within this framework is actually # focws ‘on record-

* ing, and devising standardized recording formats to ensure

the detachment- and objectivity of the observer. Observing is
reduced to téchniques, mpre or less speciilized, for recording
the data which- the recording format or device can encompass.
Thus the recording format determines what the .observer seesg

. and'which aspects of the object will be available to investi-
gation. '

(Ibid. PP 14~15)
S~ . . - .
Garini explicitly challenges the notion of the "objective" oberver
and of'training'for observers that focuses on skills of recording and
classification on the basis of predetermined category schemes. The
problem with a checklisting apptoach to observation, she argpes, is

that it results in reduetion of the person or phenomenon into a ¢olTection’
- - . ! ¢
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of minutiae that cannot be reassembled. The‘result-is fragmentation; the
‘integrity of the person or phenomenon observed is irretrievably lost. .

. In place of the objective observer, Carini advances the concept of
the reflective observer.‘ Reflective observation requires- openness,

immersion in the:ob&ec{éof observation, and repeated encounters between

the observer ari the obgerved

..tthe posture of'the reflective observer "is better described -~

as simultaneously receptive and evocative. He opens himself

to the object to receive it, not passively or according to a

predetermined schematization, but through ''repeated and varied

approaches to t?g object in its manifold relations to himself

and also tentatively tries out, as it were, a great variety 'of

relations between the objects thus approached and other objects,

ideas, experiences..." (Schachtel, 1959, p. 241). 1In that mani- -
. fold of encounters, he calls the object forth not in order to

manipulate it, intervene in 'it, or change'it, but in order to .

see it in all of its dimensions, to/make visible its comp051tiod’

and, thereby, to.approach the integrity of the object.

' (“Ibid'. , pp. 18-19)

9

It‘is assumed that reflective observation is most effectively carried out”’
by persons who are most often engaged with the object to be observed. —
Teachers and parénts are in the best position to act as observers of
+ children, because they have the most contact with them. 8eeing a‘child
v/’h a regular basis for long periods of time\in a variety of situations,
the teacher or pargnt is the observer most likely to detect important
continuities and transformations in the individ@al child's interactions
with the world around 'him or her.:

In essence,ACarini has 5uggested that adopting a posture of° disci- :
plined 5ub3ectivity will Tead to more sensitive and informative obserya-
tions than will striving after objectivity. Although she has diSCUsged -
observation as an art rather than ‘a technology, in hér seminars she dis-
cusses the value of sbarpening watching and listening skills in order to
be come more observant. Citing Pasteur's comment-that "In the field of
observation, chance favors the prepared mind," she recommends practice
in observation and descriptive recording In seminars on observation,
she an? other Prospect staff often ask each member of the group to observe
a phenonenon oq[bbject {(ar-similar objects) and record their impressions.

Individual observers then share their writings with the group as a whgle

-
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or record. Thesé documentation activities origipated, as a support to the

individual teacher s classroom practice, as the, reflective processes .

(discussed below) evolved they also came-to be viewed as a suppOrt to | . %
-~ a collective and collaborative ‘form of professional d2velopment. -, ‘
’ - -
v ...'theregahre several levels at which the observing and recoxdy - .
.ing involved in documenting sudpport teaching practice,’ and - -
hence’ are re‘oognized as valuable by the teacher. Most immed-* Ce T

. iately and directly, the thought gi¥eéw to each child when the
. teacher reviews the week's work in order to write a descriptive
record is a significant support gﬁﬁiractice in and of itself.
However, processes that bring to er tegchers, ancillary
- . .staff and principal ta share perspectives on a child and his :
- » - work, employ the continuity and multiplicity of observations
ﬂi& and records to provide/asdeeper perception not only of the

] particular child but of all children.

4 ‘ = - (Carini, 1978a, p. 2)
v ' . 2
&.gp addition, the documentation constitutes a rich source of‘ilﬁ

'oe used for studies of indiv1dual chi,ldren and of chpffiren's

. treatxhent of Pdus media, thgpes, -and motifs in their work Thejpproach’,
to integrating data é desczibed in %arini (1978aY. Briefly, the. relevant .
! .recoras are arranged in chronological order and I'E\;].@Ed 3.111 their entirety.
Themes and topics fo"r detailed examination emerge from 'the record itself.
. Carini contyasts this apprdacﬁ, called G’charting", to the classification '

"‘.schemes used in traditional ‘research.. In charting, the topics (e} 4 head—

~A
ings are not mutually exclusive; the obJective is to ascrkbe to each LT
éeading every piece of data that is relevant. ’ : : ’p

, .z ﬂ
, The inclusiveness of; tge charting process identifies its di&/ A
ferences from the categorizing of data typical of data ana ys\ib
Categorizing geparates the data into mutually exclusive cate-
.gories, in whichy by definition, a given datum can only ‘be sub-

sumed to.one category. Further, the category subsumes the par- v,
“icular datum, and it exists dhce categorized only as a special .
e of the general category. Thus, where charting particular-
; nd mak¢s visible the phenomenon itself, categorization
. genelizes .and abstracts it"as a special case of a broader

category of events., - - .
‘('Carini, 1978a, p. 10) )

e

)

Reflection. The third major component 8f the processes developed by.

Carini and hel‘mcolleagu'es' is the refle‘ctivctonversation. .-

J ’ .

. \
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Reflection #s thinking.which gathers, kggps, and perserves .

. thought by finding the pattern of relationship among seem- ~ o

'ingly disparate’events. . It is,.therefore, a special b¥anch .

membering which cgnsciously chooses,a focus to concen- -

s “ tra n—a subject whiéh may be‘an idea, an image, a motif,
a Symbpl, an experience, a person, an gvent, or ahything.

{Carfni, 1979, p. 30)

- . o
- -

¢ A varfety of formats for reflective cdhversations‘have been deyelop;d,*
but most of them share several features. First is the notion of focus.
"The reflective conversation has at its cedtér a focusing igsue or qugé-
“tion, which is identified at the putset. The focus or topic.far reflec-
tion may be a teaéher's uncertaintyeggs to how to apprsgcﬁ a problem
Selated ﬁ; an individual child, a ch lé's drawing or painting, or a con-

.t

troyersial fssue f..acédgby? the entire faculty. Second is the notion of

-mulfiple perspectives. As wit% Elliott's (1977) triangulatiE%_moael, it

is assumed that.diyergity of perspectives is beneficial in‘térms of, - '
expandiné the range of expérience, insights, ané alternative courses of
action that can be: brought to bear gp'agﬁissue orzproblep. Unlike the
triangulation approach, the reflective processes developed at Prospect
dblggg expliéitly requiré inclusion'df persons ether than teachers h
(although nonteachers can be included). At PrBSpect Eﬁé staff meets on
a wéekly Saéés for.Staff ﬁéview of a Child or one of the qther formats.
Carini and her éolleggue; suggest that groups of ;bout 8 to ¥2 are v
‘pptimal for most of thedfeflective processes. When gfoups eiceed gbout

»

20, the piocess‘may_becomé unwieldy; in such céses, the'grouﬁ can be |, -
divided/iﬁﬁo two groups. " "’_a”/
‘Third is ths notion of structure. In addition to a focusing ques-
‘gion; the reflective processes shaie/nerféin structurglqgéatures. , Indi-
/ Qidual'ParticipanEE p}ay specific £51es (presenting te 'er,'chair, ‘
recorder, other parciciﬂ%ﬂz) assigpedﬁzp adyance, and fe nsible for

- ‘ .
carrying out -particular functionms. Discussion proceeds according to a

- < 7

* The collection of processes is pre¥ented in Prospect Archive and Center,,
. "pescriptive Bocumentary Processes and Formats," April 1980. Examples
~ include Staff Review of a Chffﬂ, Staff Review of an Issue, Teacher's -
_ Review of Practice, Teacher's Review of a Classroom, and Principal's’
Review of a School. ) S -




[ .
general outline or format* and adheres to agreed-upon rules and standards.

Y3

An important rule is respect fbr the privacy of the child and his/her
family. Use of clinickl or categorical labels to describe a child is '
discouraged description focuses instead on explicit physical, emotional
and behaviaral considéggtions. Likewise, family information is included .
only if it has been provided to the school‘by the family,directly.

Fourth is the notion of Ymplications and recommendations. Reflec-

tive conversations begin with a focusing question an important aim’ is
., to develop, within thergroup, recommendations for aetion in response to
this question. The intent is"not to magndate specific action, or even‘»
necessarily to reach complete agreement within the_group, but rather to
inform, clarify, and offer recommendations to the presenting teacher.

The teacher is not obligated to follow the recommendations, however, he/

“she is expe

: ed to report back to the group at # later date on actions
taken and eir apparent results;
th, and finally, is the notion’of‘staff development for all par-
“ticipants as an additional aim of these processes. In étaff.Review of

a Child, for exampile, the focus is an indivi&ual child, and the recom- .

’ .t - - . ¥ .
mendations are offered to, the child's teacher. However, it is assumed

that the benefits of the discussion extend beyond the individual child
and teacher, contributing to the professional developgent of all par-

p ticipants "by bringing a.professional staff together on a regular basis

' to address their common 1nterest and commitment children. From this
ongoing study of individual children, knowledge of human developuent in
general and.of the uhiqueness of each child's perspective is ‘extended and
deepened" (Prospect Archive and Center,: 1980, p. 3). .

'\ . . . Q ) %

\ : ’
* As an example, Staff Review-of the Child has five basic steps: . (1)

" Presentirg the Child (the chair identifies the focusing question and,
the presenting tcaclier describes. the child's physical presence, Jis-"
position, relationsh1ps with others, preferred activities, involvement . )
in learning, etc )E (2) Historical Perspective (the chair summa’izes
information available from earlier records); (3) Extension of Presenta-
tion and Discussion (other group members -comment on the child and ask
——for additional information); (4) Recommendations from members of the
. - group aBQ<§esponse from the teacher; and:(5) Critffque. of the process. ’

The chaif¥%provides a summary at the end of each step, the notetaker
vaintalns a written record..

’l
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Professional .Development Programs. IMaddition & the progyams '

offered for children af> the Prospect Schoolt a vari:}y of adult educa—
tionprograms have been deveIopéd to make the techniquesoriginated at
Prospect available on a wider scale. These programs include offerings

- for preserviqe and inservice teacters alike. The 10-month certifica-
tion.program, The Prospect School Teacher Edqcation Programn (described '_
in Prospect School 1979) was approved by the Vermont Department of_ hﬁk
Education in 1974 as a field-based program‘for certificatipn in elemen-
tary education. The orientation underlying this preservice program is

desoribed in the brochure on the program as follows._

The preparan@on descripea here is intended to promqte teacher <« ¢
autonowy conceived as long-term growth in thought, the gradual , ..
perfecting of skills in classroom practice, and increasing : v
. imagination #n evdlving curriculum. Through practice in public .
schopl settings and exposure .to the varying curricular, skill,
and/organiz#tidvnal demands of those settings, teaché%zinterns by
Te prepared té begin from the prescribed structures ®f public '
ools anfd gradually to work toward a more personally ortented '
J setting. The idea, of teaching promulgated here is that teach-
ing 1is fuhdamentally'and essentiatly a human relationship,
* and therefore an art rather than a. technology, and equally
that the function of the school is to render the scholar fully
_conscious of the neture’znd inner '1ife of things and of him— —

self. (Prospect. School, 1979, p. 7)

”

A lO—month Prograp for Experienced Professionals is also available., -

A

This program (descgibed in Prospect School, l979)»of£ers practicing-
teachers and other education professionals the opportunity to observe
in Prospect Sehool s classrooms, to parxicipate in the School's staff .
development program (weekly sessions devoted to the reflective conversa~tv
tions discussed below), to make use of the Archive, and to receive train-
ing and experience (th:;ugh geminars and independent research) in mechods
"of resgarch and discipllned inquiry (classroom observation, record-keeping,
data analysis and integration, and development of documentary s@!!i?s of
children, cdrriculom, and programs). ’

In addition to.’the fulldyear preservice and inservice programs, the .

Prospect Center has conducted yearly Summer Institutes since 1970. These

other educeational professionals, cormbining study and practice in the

Y
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two— and three-week resider®¥51 | programs serve up to 30 teachers and -
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Cent;;is processes for observation, documentation, and reflection with
thematic seminars. ‘Finally, practitioners from a number of school systems

/
have been introduced to the processes developed at Prospegt for profes— *

sional development and improvement of practice through two- and three-day

workshops conduct®d in various locationsy(mainly in the Northeast).

'.Several of these awareness~level workshops were hosted hy teacher

centers (e.g., Workshop Center for Open Education, New York City;
Teachers Learning Coopérative, Philadelphia, Teacher Shelter, Oakland)

A nucleus of teachers was available at each of these centers that already
had fyperience using some of the record—keeping and reflective processes.
Finally, Prospeft staff have contracted with several school systems and
teacher centers to provide professional develdpment workshops and pro-
grams (e g. - for teachers in the Educat/pnal Development Center s Follow
Through program in Paterson and Philadelphia). ’

® , . B H

Research Activities. The third major emphasis of activities at .

Prospect is research and inquiry Research undertaken at the Center has
been focused on the person, and the person's experience over time, as the
unit of study Studies- carried out at the Center have used the children's
work and teacher records from the Archive as a major resource and have -
examined such topics as the chéld as reader (Carini, 1978b)and children's
treatment of various media and motifs in their-work. The Archive is

’ available to outside individuals (education professionals and advanced-

degree students) throygh the Research Collaborative Program. TInvolve-

ment of Prospect Center staff in research projects initiated by external
institutions” (local and state education agepcies, research organizations,
etc. ) s arranged through consulting contractss Two major research efforts
in whicH Prospect CERQSr staff have participated are the fivg-year study
of the yew York State Bureau of Child Development's state—wide pre--
R}ndcrgarten program and the Collaborative Research Projedt on Reading
being conducted by‘thé Early Education Croup at the Educational Testirg
Service (ChittendOn & Bussis, 19793 Bussi‘ 1980). In both cases Prospect
staff have provided trainidg and assistanée to qlactitioners in the use of
techniques for record keeping, in-depth study of individual children, and
intepration of data. These tedwniques have been adapted from the proccsses
oripinally dcsirn‘ud to surport practice. ' l
56 ~ '
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CHAPTER 4 ‘ ’ ' -
PRACTITIONER INVOLVEMENT IN THE
| SHARING AND UTILIZATION OF KNOWLEDGE Y
_ In Chapter 3, we reviewed several efforts to involve school-baseg
Y pradtioioners more directi& ip the developme%t of knowledge through
research and disciplined inquiry. In this chapter, QE“Shift the focus b
to practitioners involvement in the sharing and utilization of knowledge.
Knowledge utiliZzation and improvement-oriented change in education have
" been the SUbject of a growing body or research during the past decade.
Rather than attempt a comprehensive reviey of this‘ilIErature, we will
g focus on two lines of research directly related to.facilitation of the,
knowledge utilization process and improved understanding of practitioners
roles in the process ' )

The first is research on the delivery or communication of research

' results and.products to practitioners ag, a means of addressing locally

]

identified questions and concerns. The Pilot State Digsemination Program
evaluated by Sieber, Louis, & MetZger (1972) 'is described as an example
of this, line of research some additional findings from more recent studies
_ " of etforts to bring resé€arch results to practitioners are also d*sc'ssed
Tfe second line of research moves Peyond,the delivery of information to ' ﬂé

examine the process of knowledge ntilization and imorovement—oriented

change among practitioners., The Rand study of federal programs suppoxting

educational change is a major example of research that points to the prac—
titdoner as a key fihgure in the process of ¢harige. *The Emrick et al. (1977)
study of the National Diffusion Network examined practitioners'’ involYe-
ment in the sharing of kncwledge‘andfiﬁproyements developed in practice J
settings. . N & ’

¥

i

Delivery of Research Results and Products . ’ . .

One of the earliest, major efforts to bring practitioners into direct

co tact with research results and.products, with the goal of improving f

. * 7> 37 : ‘
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Underlying the PSDP was tie assumption that information and'products —
developed through research’te potentially relevant to the improvement -
“of practicé but that school*based practitioners lack ready access to
such information. Solving the access. problem, it was reasoned, would give
- practitioners information which they could then use to update their methods
and materials of instruction. To solve the access problem, the PSDP estab-
lished computerized informatign systems centralized at the state level and
agsigned field agenr intermediaries to work directly with a small number of
" #gchool systems in the three participating states. The field agents' basic
. functions were td help practitioners clarify their information needs and
priorities, request relevant materials from the centralized information
system, a and deliver the information to the requestor. The evolution and
funttioning of the program over a period of two years were studied by
Sieber, Louis, & Metzger (1972) .
Sieber, Louis, & MEtzger concluded that field agent intermediaries

-

~are essential to efforts aimed- at making research results and products
readily available to practitioners. When requests received at the informatign
centers over a fiye-month period were analyzed, Sieber‘et al. found that
significantly.more requests were, received from districts served by inter-
mediaries than from other comparable “districts. In particular, the number
of requests for information from classroom teachers was substantially higher
. 1in the districts with field agents., The key to the agents' success, the
evaluators concluded, was their status as "generalistfs]] without authority
whose presence is' legitimized by the’provision of information" (p. 11).
On ‘the basis of case studies of individual agents in the fie'ld, Sieber
. et al. developed a number of conclusions regarding the problems faced by
outside intq&mediaries attempting to wor& with school personnel and tactics
vsed by@the field agents to overcome these problems. One of the first lessons
learned, by the field agents was that gaining access to classroom-based
practitioners wis. far from automatic; initial contacts with both district
*and school administratggs were needed, In a review of the PSDP study and °
‘. several other investigations of'large—scale improvement~oriented change
efforts, Emrick & Peterson (1978a) point to the need .for interventionists
to secure "informed concurrence" of senior administrators at both the ) ‘

district and the buildinr level rrior to contacting practitioncrs directly.,

, sg O ‘ X
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" A second 1esson cited by—the PSDP evalvators involves the need to

win the. interest and confidence of the practitioners themselves. * The ’ 7 -

teachers, the agent's discovered, were not eagerly awaiting the laceé&

research results or ready, willing, and able to communicate to strangers
-their needs and probl%?s.. The field agents found that it took time to .

build personal relationships aa? gain the trust of their practitioner

clients - . ,

Cope & Gray have described the "lefgacy oé suspicion" (1979, p. 241)

surrounding research. Practitioners (often correctly) view research as

somethings universities "do" td schools, with benefits accruing only to
' the researcher. Persons from outside the school system are viewed '

skeptically, particularly by school personnel who ‘have a history of inter-

actions with outsid:is who failed to deliver on- promises -of dramatic ’

improvement based on’the latest research. Legitimacy and credibility
_ are key issues. Sieber, Louis, & Metzger\suggested- that information

served to establish the intermediary 8 legitimacy. The intermediary who

brings with him/her access to information bn a wide variety of potentiall&
..relevant topics‘and who lacks the power to mandate change will probably
- be tolerated. But credibility appeared to be associated mainly srdth cbarac—
teristics of the intermediary himselif/herself. Intermediaries in a variety
of improvement oriented change projects have found that it takes time,
flezibility, effort and interpersonal skills to establish the credibility
needed to work effectively with their clients. . . " . R
_ One important factor was the degree of gimilarity in language, experi—
ence, and perspective between the agent, and his or her client. gSieber,
Louis, & Metzger concluded that the agents' teaching backgrounds were impor-
tant to their Success; teaching axperience vas alsQ/cited as an important
qualification for idtermediaries planning to work with teachers. by Xolan
& Roper (1977) and Emrick & Peterson (1978a). Another factor was continued

visibility and availability of the agents on the school site--in the

“classroom, the faculty room, etc.; this factor was also identified as < ',”
:important by Nolan & Roper (1977). ! v,
~
The PSDP evaluators conchGZd that intermediaries need a repertoire e

of roles (e.g., conveyqr of information, change agent) and the ability to

shift rapidly from or2 role to another as the situation demands.. Successful

’

~
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intermediaries performed "boundafy-spanning" functions——integrating infor-
mation from various sources aﬁd adjusting features of thelr own strategies*
to become more responsive to their client populations 7In subsequent ’
studiés of intermediaries working in scggbleystems Moore . et al. (19?&)
Bawden, Florio, & Wanous (1980), and others have concluded that inter-
mediaries must be willing to take on "marginal' roles, relatively isolated
from the organizations they represént (e.g., tne uniVErsity, SEA) put not
part of the institutions they serve (e.g., the school system).

« The major impact addressed at the practitioner level in the PSDP
study was the stimulation 0f information-seeking behavior. Whether and . &
how the information ultimately influenced classroom practice received
little direct attention. 1In a suosequent reanalysis of seif-report
questionnaire data from information requestors, Louis & Sieber (1979) |
classified respondents according to four levels of use of the information
received: implementer (some reported use), 22%Z; planner (reported intemt
to use), 19%; absorber (reported reading the material), 37%; and non-user
(reported not reading or reading and rejecting the material), 22%. These
findings suggest that stimulating awareness and interest among‘practi-
tiontrs ‘does not necessarily lead to changes in practice, although it
may be an appropriate eerly stage in izprovement-oriented chanbe efforts
(nmrick & Peterson, 1978a). >

Some additional issues relevant to programs aimed at brirnging

research resuIt;\and products to practitioners as a means for improving

practice are addressed in reports on more recent efforts that make use

_of intermediaries éased in universities and other institutions outs{de

school systems. Karen Louis and her colleagues at abt Associates have
studied the Research and Development Utilization program, one of several
efforts supported by the National Institute of Education s Regional

Program that have been 1ntended to facxlitate practitioners use of
research products for addressing their own questions and concerns. Ing

a paper presenting some early results of the R&DU study, which is still
underway, Louis (1980) identifies qUality‘control as a key issue. Accordihg
to Louis, the intervention projects she studied encountered difficulties

in déveloping and applying quality control standards to research products,

7
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largely beciduse of the gaps in axisting knowledge baseg and pools of

2
information available. At the game time, she concluded that development

of some systeﬁatic procedures and standards for screening research pge-— )
ducts prior to delivering them to practitioners was a key feature shared .
by successful programs Supporting local improvement through utilization
of knowledge developed in other settings. "Despite the dilemmas agso—
ciated with applying quality control procedures to_the development of a
knowledge base, these quality control procedures may be one of the single
most important facturs determining project outcomes" (Louis, 1980, p. 9).
Nolan & Roper (1977) describe a two-year Teacher Corps project based
“ ‘in an urban junior high school, in which university-based personnel
worked directly with practitioners to identify concerns and interests,
locate relevant research products and other external sources of informa-
tio&, and apply the 4dnformation to practice. On the basis:of their
efforts, which were focused on helping school staff adjpst to the demands
and possibilities of working in a new open-space setting, Nolan & Roper
5uggest a number of guidelines for intermediaries. Like thé PSDP eg
uators, they emphasize the‘need to establish credihility with the prac- 1
titioners through learning as mwch as possible about the school, main-
paining a continued presence on site, and demonstrating early on thag |
the intermediary can help the teachers solve some immediate problem.
In addition, they point to the importance of combining research products'
with otHer sources‘of information. They identify practice-based sources.
as particularly important, recommending visits to other schools for
demonstrations apd disc ons with experienced practitioners. They
also recommend‘ continue:*t.teution to logistical-and oPera_tional con-
cerns-—demonstrating respect for teachers' time, updating needs assess-
ments periodically, screening outside\ ‘nSulhants before h}inging them
in to work with practiticncrs, andxz,fégg to accomplish sone‘objeotives’
] quickly in order to build momentum Finally, Nolan & Roper recommend
that }nterrediaries set up procedures for. involving their practitioner '
clients in making dqci;igns about services wanted and activities- to

‘pur5ue~and that they encourage the practitioners to assume leadership

roles in efforts directed at iyprovement. * :




ﬁ a

Research on Knowledge Utilization and Imprcvement-Oriented Change

One response to the uneven productivity of reform and improvement
s . , efforts in education has beenlto seek new approaches to change that are
better grounded in' the %ality of the practitior;er's world., Sieber
(1972, 197A) and Doyle & Ponder (1977) haV¥e-reasoned that most efforts
to improve practice through utilization of information and innovations
ng’;\\developed outside schodl settings fail because they are based on inac-
<curate assumptions and images of the practitioner. According to Sieber,
research on educational innovation "fails to penetrate tha#mental world ’
of the practitioner in order to reflect definition of needs, problem- . ‘/
solving patterns, knowledge translation strategies, criterja for apprai-
sal of options, perceptions of experts andﬁot3§r outsiders" (1972, p. 66).
* Among the more common approaches to change are those that rely on rational
models and those that employ”power-coercive strategies. Doyle g Ponder

have observed that rational models are generally based on assumptions .

about How the changé‘process ought to work in a rational world:: Specif-
ically, the educatSr baseé'decisions on the best available information'
" about the resuIts\;f alternative courses of actipn. Strategies based on - *
. rational models emphasize information as thg major cataiyst for change.
However, the yield of such strategies is generally Ilow. Practi?ioners
are people, and they base their decisions on a host of consideratjon;,'not
", all of wnich are rational; even after a decision to use some new practfce
\fr program is made, various organ{zationai constraints, group pressures,
and other factors can interfere with implementat?bn.
- ‘ ' Power—coercive strategies are based on less optimistic images of
the,practitioner as a powerless functiongpy" (Sieber, 1972, p. 373) or
a "stone-age obstructionist” (Doyle & Ponder, 1977, p. 4). Such efforts
as;ume that change can be mandated, or that the teacher can be b}passed
in projrams dn‘ted at improvgment Results of efforts in this vein
have been mixed. Although mandated change has sometimes led to reform,
it has also led to many instances of what Sieber terms "rithalistio com-

pliance” (1972), p. 378) and-what others have called the "project men-
h ‘ .
ty.'! . . . - ’ .

Although Sieber argues that approaches based on rational models or

o "
employing power-coercive tactics are often unsuccessf{ul, he does supgest
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that certain elements/of these approaches may be useful. Strategies
based on combinations of elepents from these and other common orienta-
t{ons offer promise for efforts intended to promote directed change.
Specifically, he‘suggests that change strategies %rounded in a moré
accurate image‘of the practitidner would include:

~ rational (i.e.,-validated)‘informaéion;

- two-way interpersonal communication and expertise in
group Qprocess; " - . ¢
- consensus’ on new norms .and sanctions associated with . -
a proposed: change and . ) é%

"= identification of a person-responsible for the inno-
vation who has legitimate authority-and the power to ) 5 *
carry it through. . . 4

(Sieber, 1972, p. 380)

Doyle & Ponder argue that the great majofit§ of change sEratagies

de

v

described in the literatﬁre lack any.firm foundation in an understanding ~
of practitioners’ perspectives; there is little connection between pre- -
scriptions as to how knowledge utilization shoyld occur in a given
effort and descriptions of how the p;ocegs actually opeﬁétes.,,They

suggest that 2 more effective approach to developing knowledge utiliza-
- »
tion and change strategies is to examine how teachers actually respond
to proposed changes in their classroom Practices, stfuctures; and habits.,
In particular, they cite the need for consideration of the ecology of
the classroom and its interaction with teacher behaviors. What demands
.does the classroom environment make on the teacher, - and how do these ’ } ’
demands influence teachers' thinking and responses to information pro-
ducts and innovations developed in other settings? )
L) k)
. N
Doyle (1977) describes the classroom as a complex environment, -
characterized by: _ - ' | :

- Multidimensionality--variety in tasks, processe
purposes, not all of which are necessarily re“aceﬁ or ) .
even co-pativle. :

- Sinmultaneity~-nurerous events occurring at the same time
add requiring attention from the teacher.

- Unpredictability-—the ever~present possibility of disruptions
to the task at hand, generated intefnally, as when students
fail to respond or respond in ways not anticipated, or extern-
ally, as when. visitors enter the room or equipment breaks down.




»

Based on thedr studies of tedchers, Doyle & Ponder have developed a view .
" of practitioners as pragmatic skeptics" who-'weigh considerations of
. practicality in their judgments of innovations and Ehange proposals. The .
dimensions of practicallty identified by Doyle & Pohder include*~\\\
PO Instrumentality——inclusion of concrete procedural and °
IS perational detail rather than just abstract principles
* ° and objectives. .
- Congruence--compatibilfty with the teacher's values, .
Te beliefs, and perceptions of his/her own classroom * .
situation.

.

~'Cost—-the apparent ratio between benefits and effort.
The Concerns-Based Adoption Model developed by Gene Hall and others .,  *°

at the University of Texas at Austin also reflects an, attemgt to develop .

an improved understanding.of practitioners. responses tx innovations and

to use this understanding to facilitate knowledge utilization efforts. ;

The model, addresses practitioner perspectives within the context of a

}7 given innovation -and includes two components—-the Stages of Concern,
which ‘focuses- on feelings and affective states, and the Levels of Use,
which focuses on performance. It is assumed that an individual practi-
tioner will exhibit different patterns of concerns and behav1ors over’
time, depending on the extent of his/her involvement and experience with
an innovation. Further, within a group of teachers targeted for parti-

A cipation in a change effort, concerns and behaviors are aSSuped to vary‘,y
" across.individuals at any particular point in time. The CBAM approach
has identified six dimensions or areas‘of concern that arise among practi-

tioners (see.Hall George, & Rutherford, 1977)‘

. ~

- Informational~—general interest in learning- about the
substantive features of the infovation. ) - o

- Personal—concern with implications for oneself; for
example, modifications or changesin the individgal's
role and status within the overall:-school organization
induced by use of the innovation.

.

R -~ Management--concern with the task requirements }mposed
R by the innovation; es~g., modifications or changes required.
imr day~-to-day classroom routines.s

,s

~ Consequencet-interest in impacts on st®dents within the . y
individual's immediate sphere &f influence. : )

i — Collaboration——concerg{Zith implications related to N
social-{interactive negds, asapciated with increased )
, dsclatien or cesirg to colliberate with others.
t
k)
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- Refocusing-—intefest in exploring alterpative forms of ' .
v the innovation, making major chang®s, or rgplacing it ; . .
with |ome other prograd in order to produce greater or
,/—more widespread benefits to students. ) po

, The Levels $5° Use dimension (see Loucks, ‘Newlove, & Hall, 1975) posits a e

>

]

. continuum of use states. This continuum ranges from non-use through
rudimentary, disjointed early use into con51stent, routine use and ulti-
mately to more advanced levels in which the user attempts to increase
the effectiveness of the innovation by making refinements and wodifica-
tions. Not all targeted users of an ighovation will reach the advanced
,levels, but they will generally pass through stages in the same sequence._

N x.» < . The concerns and use dimensions developed by Hall et al. and the -
practicality ethic described by Doyle & Ponder represent attempts to -
ground our understanding of the knowledge utilization process, and our
attempts to facilitate ‘the process, in a view of how practitiohers
actually reSpond to change‘initiatives and inhovations. The dimensions
théy have identified awe not innovatiOn specific; they can be applied to,
a’éariety of knowledge utilization programs. . ‘yf' -

Sieber (1972), Doyle & Ponder (1977), ‘and Hall-fr=el. (1977) agrue
that we need to reconsider the rational model and knowledge utilization
strategies based an images of practitioners that ‘are idealistic of OVerly

. simplistic. However, their work does not exp&;citly challenge ‘the divi-

sion of labor that commonly characterizes the process of knowledge

L2 ) produntion and utilization in education. Doyle & Ponder and Hall. acknowl-a”
edge the inevitability and 1egitimacy of local adaptation to innoVatigns

that have been developed in other settingé’ Théy d®» not necesgarily implya
that program déVelopment must take place within school settings or that
practitfoners themselves Should assume thelnajorfresponsibility for the
process-of developing and\disseminating educational innovationms.” '
Implications of their'work‘are di;ected primirily to progran develepers
and change facilitators, who may be university persennel, state education

* « agency representatiues, district resource personnel, or practicing teachers.

- B - L’\ ‘ ’
- . . - o . . ) i

* This work certainly does not preclude the possibility of praétitioner- - .
_“Eveloped innovations either. &

- -
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Thelr approaches allow for considerable progbtam development to occur ~~
"prior to implementatiqn, ‘with or’without involvement -of practitioners.

A./pmewhat different orientation to promoting school improvement ‘ -
ané Teform through knowledge utiligation is based on the assumption that ,
fnformation gené%ated through-research must undargo considerable develop--
nt and transformation\before itsfrelevahce’to improvement of practice » .
tan be de enstrated Further, this development process must ocgur with . .
the school settieg, with practitioners as, acti rticipdlts throughout
the process. Probably the most extensive and best~known presentatdon of
this orientation is found in the e ht-volume study by Rand researchers . <o
of -federal programs supporting ed{fg

ational change., . . S N

deral Programs . Supportlng EducationalChange. 1In this study, Paul A X

Berman, Milbrey McLaughlln, and their colleagues.at Rand examined four -
major federal seed money initiatives supporting program developmens

d for this multiytar

efforts within school systems. Data were collec
O
) istrators at 253 local pro;ect{ﬁsfes and mor intensive cas studies at *

’24,of the sites during théir last or%next—t +last year of federal sred

money support. - follow-up'work was condccteﬁltwo years later 1nVolving 480 -
sites to EXamine'continuat n of activities initiated within the local ‘;l -
projects. In exarining the effectiveness of federal 1nit1atives as a ‘J
- stinuﬁ%s for 1nnoVat10n and school improvement, the Rand’researchers N
'fbcused their attention on the basic ‘processes that unfolded in’ résponse . L
to the federally supported change initiatives and identified a Tumber of T

factors that were systematitally associqted with.suceess or failure._

One 2& the major. concltsions reached in th1s study was the prominence
*,of local factors in determining the success and long-term éurvival of N 2
refG'm efforts : ~The limited role of federal policies 1s discussed in \\\ ~

Volume IV

te
. reuezal cuaute agent policies had their primary effect.pn the
+ iwmitiation of pro;ects but«..neither those policigs that were - .
unique to each of the federal programs nor those policies that - 7
were comion to them had a strong influence on “the implementa-
t#8n of local inmovations. Federal change agent pelicies
exercised limited leverage on thexdggrse of innovation$ becayse ™ .
they did mot critically influence thdse factors most responsible
for effective implemcntation. “ - '
- (Berman & Mclauchliny 1975, p. !
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By, contrast, several classes of ldcal factors were identified as major

influences on the ch:Ege process and its outceges, including: ~ .

of the imstitutional setting,- particularly .
the district's motivation for initiating the project and \
“local leadership capability; '

- Characneristi

o

T -’The—implementa&ion strategy that local personnel followed o
h " in translating project plans into practice;

: '~ The scope ‘of change that the project represented, given
. existing practices and norms within the local setting, and

/. Pdudcacteristics of project teachers. . ?gp ~

Implementation processes ‘and strategies were a{major focus of the
study— Impleméntﬁpionqgas defined as the stage at which "the project
cbnfronts tbe reality of its institutional setting and project plans
must be translated into practike' (Berman & McLaughlin, 1976, p. 349) -
Implementation strategy basically refers to means used by ‘local progect
leader! tosguide and support. the implementation process. In general, e
syccessfully imglemented projects were characterized by strategies that

ﬁrogoted,mutual adaptation-—a process'in which the project's original -

goals and methods are modified to suit the needs and interests of partidi-

pants and the participants themselves change to meet the requirements of
&, L : 4
the project\(McLaughlin, 1977, p. 341). Characteristic features of suc-
¥ T s

ceszul'implementation strategies included% . }

'~ Staff training focused'on practical aspects of project )
e opexations an continumng throughout‘bhe period of pro- '
Ject implementation; :

-

@

~ High levels of -additional suppdrt agtivities for parti-
cipants (e.g.; visits to demonstration el assrooms,
observatign of i*plenentation efforts and feedback from

e project leaders or cgnsultants who provided conczete, ,

’ practical Aévice)?f R . . PR

- . .
N - ¥

p - Frequent meetings of project staff;

- Involvement of participant& in decisions affecting pro-

ject ‘dperations; . : .
. h.-'Development of materials by’local particfpants‘ ) o L '7
< - Involvement of highly motivated staff {particularly’ during ° . -
A the early part of implementation) who volunteered to par-
) ticipate and in-some cases, were selected by pro;ect “ .
* leadeérs as "most likely to succeed "o * .

K

- Targeting of change efforts to elementary schools and

- Parficipation of?a critical mass" of partigipants.

.
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The above list reflects the critical imporgance of active involvement

of, and commitment from, pract tioger participants. As McLaughlin and

Marsh (1978) argut in a revfew .of findings from‘the study, "The impor
* v ~ ¢ v

tance of teacher cor tmeut to the achievement of project goals is
axiomafip' Projec success s unligely unless teachers want to work )
hard to. make ‘it héppen' (p. 72). They concluded further that practi— :
tioners‘ involvemeRt and commitment are' influenced by other factors,‘it

is not simply a atter of some‘Eeaagb?s being eager for change while

others are highly o

McLaughlin & Marsh concluded d‘i?the*primary factors influencing
teacher commitment and involvement are mogivation of district maﬂagers,
project planning strategies, and ssppe of the proposed change. Teachers
GEre more likely to exert the extra effort required fo? successful imple-
mentationvwhen they felt that the project was seen as important at the
district level. Without clear district suppo;t,’teachers~tended to‘view

the personal .costs associated with the change efforts-as incompatible

'with their own professional self- interest. Collaborative planning

strategies, involvihg equal opportunities for input fromrprOJect managefs
and teacher participants,were also found to be effecti in stimulating
commd tment , 'According to McLaughlin &’Marsh, these;stvjiegles rarely
rerlected self-conscious attention to considerations of parftyv, but _
they allowed teachers to see themselves as paftners in the planning pro-,
cess and to develop a sense of identi!&cation “and owners&ip Plannihg'
that was carried out exclusively by project hmnagement (the toH’ﬂown
approach) or exclusively by the teachers themselves (the grass-roots
approach) was rarely successful. Collaborative planning, although rela-
tively time consuming, generated the broad—based support necassary for
effegtive’ 1rolenentation and sustained. change. '

Variat:ons betweeﬁgéundlng levels and sources were not found to
exert a major influcnce on teachers motivation'vT*uﬁ;successful inple;
mentation. Neithws did the source of the original idea for.the pro;ect,
projects conceived in the central office fared»about .as well as projects
initiated by classroom’ teachers or other school personnel. However, the
gcope of chapge was found to be impertant. Berman (1977) has phrased

this/conclusion'succinctly} "Little {entured, nothing gained." Efforts

»- ta ) l)
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viewed by participants as trivial failed to elicit commitment or change.
Projécts that did attempt to influence teacher behavior, on the othe®
'hand were viewed by teachers as opportunities for profegsional growth
Effogts that appealed to practitioners' sense of professionalism "and
of fered the intrinsic reward of growth were more s ccessful _than those - .
tn;' relied e\clusively on e<trin51c rewards. A related finding in?olxcs
_ the impor fance of the teacher's sense of efficacy-—the belief that he/
she can<help even.the most difficult or unmmotivated students.. Strong
positive relationships were found between sense of efficacy and a var- ] ‘
‘iety of project outcomes. ' ' . W

" -Although the study pointed to the central role played by pra icing
teachers throughout the implenentation proéeﬁe; it also emphasizejgth
important role of district- and building-level administration, The Rand
researchers concluded that district-level commitment’ was neceésarv from
the outset; where it was not -secured early, it failed to emerge later.
Projects initiated _out of "opportunistic' motives generated’ little or.
no ‘enthusiasm onﬂthe part of teachets, ﬂ&oduced little change in practice,
and almost never-survived the wiyéziawal of federal seed money. Support
#m principals’was especially important in influencing district-leﬁel
decisions regarding continuation \\

N _ Loeal leadership capaoility al%§ exerted a strong influence on the
fate of the projects. - Successful 1mplementation recuired local leaders
th skills fn the content‘area(sitpovered by the projects and with the

orkanizational and interpersonal skills ded to work.well 3ith ‘teachers,

.principals, and district-level personnel. Lo

3

—term eontinuation of *~
improvemente generﬁted as part of the projects was rare; where it’occurreé,
project'management had recognized from the outset ghe full implications ]
of tHe project‘s "soft money' status and had begun planning for. ingtitu-

tionalizat101 very early ‘ . j

Another major conclusion to come out of the study involved the declin-’ ‘\
éng success rate of’local.change efforts as attention shifted fron early
st ges in the chéhge process to later stages. Locaf>initiation of improve— N

nt-oriented change projectaﬁdid not guarantee suceessful implementation,
and implementation suceess did, not by itself assure the long-term survival
of iﬂprOVETeFCS Berman & ¥McLaughlin (1977) describe continuation as a .

‘ T ' * . -
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. locally'determined process in which decisions are made at two levelg—-
the classroom and the district. Again, téacher commitment and involveu
ment, combined with commitment and support from the district, are the -
critical influences

lad At the classroom level, the c?ux of the matter is the extent
e to which teachers have assimilated project methods or mate-

. rials into their regular classroom practice: At the district

*\‘\‘__( level, the issue is the district's “commitment to the long- d
term stability of.- the project. This commitment requires the

incorporation of project requirements info such district .
> operggions as budget, personnel, ‘curriculum, and facilities
planning. - -

In the end, however, effective continuation depends on the
choices and behavior of classroom teachers. Unless they have
assimilated project methods or materials into their classroom
. /f activities, continuation will amount to no more than ritual.
. But if they are to receive the support they need to sustain
' project~related changes in the long run, the district at its
level must incorporate the necessary arrangements. l .
(Berman & McLaughlin, 1977 pp. 185-6) *

The National Diffusion Network. An assumption underlying the seed s\}

noney programs studied by Rand was that innovations developed in local

school settings would spread to other schools and districts. chever,
the Rand researchers found very little ev1dence that ipnovations and
practices developed within the local projects had spread beyond district
boundaries. %n 1974, the U.S. Office of Education established the Natiomal
Diffusion Network (NDN) as a means of makiny improvements developed in
loj‘i?schopl settings and validated by the Joint Dissemination Rei}ew Panel
anilable to ‘other school systems. The NDN differs from most of the other o
delivery systems' established during the 1970s to oromote knowledge utili-
zation for the improvement of practice in that {t has focused on creating
direct linPages b%‘Been practitioners from different school systems. Prac~
titioners age 1nvolved in the NDN delévery system in several key capacities:
They rcprcs:rt the scurtes or criginators of the innovations; they functicn .

- - * '

4 o - ~ . c e .
¥ as chanpe agents with major responsibility for providing training, technical

', assistance, and>supporting materials to personnel from, other school systems

~

interested in using their.innovations; and thef constitute the primary

audience for' communication of operating detail and "know-how" by the inno-~

vation developers. . ) . C .




, A national.study of the NDS was reported by Emrick, Peterson, &
Agarwala—Rogers (1977). The study examined the NDN's emergence and
eaxly histdry and its distinctive organizational features as well as

*\\’ the tactics'used by NDN change agents to ﬁromote the spread of the
validated innovations. Emrick et al. 'cice gs a distinctive organiza—
tional feature of the NDN its combination of two categories of chanég
agent. the Developer and the Facilitator. Developers are often based

> in school systems, and each is associated with one of the validated -
innovations. , The NDN innovations and their NevelopeTrs represent suc-
cessful aﬁpiications of federal initiatives ~supportiné‘ local program
developmenc-~including the four préérams studied by Rand. Facilitators,

/ by contrast, do not function as program or technical experts but rather

as brokers and process specialists. Associated with a geographic region
rather| than a particular innovation, a Facilitator is ustall ly based in
a stacg— or .intermediate-level agency; Fdcilitators assist in identify~s
ing LEA clients for the innovations and support the adoption and imple-
' mentation processes, Emrjck et al. characterize the XNDN as a combida~

,tion of practitioner experts (the Developers), who bring instructional

. know-how gained over several years Sflintensive involvement with a par- .
A

- ticular inn®tion, and process spec 1ists (the Facilitators), who.bring

experiencé in educatio“iéadministration and/or dissemination and, in
many cases, previous linkages to key p\rsonnel in state, inrermediate,
and local education agencies. Distinctive operati%g features.-of the NDN
“ . include emphasis on person-intensive change tactics, and allowance for .,
+ local adaptation of the innovatioms, v
In a review of findings from the study, Emrick & I‘rson (1578a)
describe the NDX as "ome 'of the few hi#ghly successful federal efforts
to make wide-scale use of_important developmental improvements in educa-
tional state-of-the-art" (p. 36). Tne combined efforts of the Developers
‘ and-facilitators were successful in generacing widespread avareness of
the programs and services available, stimulating interest and activiCy
on the part of schoolsand district persopnel, providing materials and
training assistafge to school staff planning to make use of the programs,
and following up with implementation assistance and support. Implementa-

tion was reported in-a majority of the nearly ISOO “LEAs surveyed by

w~
.




Ewrick et al.; pragtitioners interviewed in a sample of these locations

expressed positive views of tHe programs and generally expected their
'4mplementations to continue., : . -~

A process—outcome analysis using survey data from‘Developers and .

Facilitators and key contacts in the districts they worked with identi- 7
fied a gumber of apparent determinants of the effectiveness of the KDN

change egents, including the following:

- Staged outreach caqggigns, in which varieties of awareness
materials are circulated selectively to different segments .«
ef the educational community and folldwed up with"personal w
contacts and more detailed information for those expressing . ) }
* interest. ’

- Early involvement of administrative and instructional &
decision-mdkers vighin the client schools.

~ Coordinated "awareness' conferences at which LEQ repre- BN
sentatives can learn about several alt:rnative programs
relevant to their interests and prioritigs and meet the
originators of these programs, -

- The interpersonal style of the Developer - ' .

- Resource/organizational support provided by the Fagilitator
(mainly in' terms of securing administrative concurrence and Q
enabling LEA personnel to visit demonstration sites).

-~ Attention to securing agreement on the part of all three
.organizations (the Developer, the Facilitator, and the LEA
client) as to the commitments each was willing to make.

- Visits by LEA staff to demonstration sites thaf'represented
working models and referents for the innovations in operation.

- Training of key instructional and administrative staff by
the LEA-based originators of the programs, covering both
the concrete operating detail and the philosophical qnde*—
pinnings of the inpovations% .

- Emphasis on practitioner change and growth, as opposed to -
use of a specific set of materials, as the key factor in ’

improvenent—orienced change. *® . L
- Use of cowprehensive well-oriented materials prepared by
Developer staff to supplement training. // .
. - Phase-in of implenentatiOﬂ beginning with only a few - ‘
» . interested and competent staff and gradually extending 2
.« ' to others in the site. ’

-®Return visits by Developer and Facilitator staff to provide
-* technical assistance. and moral support;
/ [

4 <




CHAPTER. S ’ . o s
! HPRACTI'I'IO\*ER INVOLVEMENT IN DECISION MAKING - I
’, ’ : AND SCHOOL GOVERNANCE
* .

It Chapter 2, above, reference was made to theories of job satis—
faction and, in‘particular, to hypothesized relationships betweenqporking
conditions, management approaches, and employees ' job. satisfaction Much ,
of the literature concerning these theories reports Tesults of studies ‘
undertaken in business and industrial environments. However, a number
of researchers have undertaken studies in schoel settings to investigate
the possibility of c:nnectipns betweerr working conditions and teachers'
job satisfaction. A topic of particular interest in these studles has v
been the relationship between school practitioners' level of ingglvement . .
in‘decision~making processes and the.degree of satisfaq:ion theyiﬁe;ive
from their jobs. ) '

% These studies hdve relied heavily on survey researchinethodhisgz
(mainly self-report questionnaires administered to teachers and princi-
pals) and statistical aﬁ?}ysis techniques Researchers conducting these
studles have attempted to devel;\\indicators of involvement and job
satisfaction and then to examine through correlational analysis the
statistical relationships among the measures: Two gener3l approaches to

i measuring participation have been used.: The first is'to generate an irede
of current participation (e.g., frequency of involvement, level of influ
ence). Examples of this approach include Ambrosie & He&ler (1972):
Bridges (1964), Chase (1952), and Gortom (1971). The sélond is to
examine the discrepancy between current and desired'(ideal) involvement;

in thesD studies, teachers are classified as decisionallv deprived

(partic’ipat@g in fewer decision areas than desired), decisionally

«saturated (participating in more decision’ areas than desired), oé in

decisional equilibrium (particinating in as many decisions as desired. Lo

Examples ‘of studieSUSing the discrepancy approach include Belasco &
Alutto (1972), Isherwood & Taylor (1978), and thrman et al. (1978). s,

e
’
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Strong positive correlations between teachers' reports of having -
opportunities for input to school decisions and their levels of job
satisfaction have -been reported by Chase (1952), -Hornstein et al. (1968),
Mohrman et al, (1918); 'and Sharma (1955). Two studies using the discrep-

| Y

~ ancy approach to measuring involvement--Belasco & Alutto (1972) and
Isher&ood‘g Taylor (1978)—produced generalry similar results.“In . )
Belasco & Alutto's (1972) survey of elementary and secondary teachers in
. two New York districts, respondents classified as decisienally deprived
(participating in fewer decidions th&h desiredj reported signiéicantly
less satisfaction with their jobs in general lﬁan did other teachers.
Within the group of decisionally deprived teaxchers, those reporting .
small discrepancies were more satisfied with their jobs than were teachers
who wanted substantially more opportunity to participate’'in decision
processes than they were currently e iencing. : ' -
In a study conducted in secondary schools in'buebec, Isherwood &
'Taylor (1978) used thrge different measures of teachers' job satisfaction;
they did npt find a signficant relationship between decisional deprivation
and.teachzggrewards orhteacher/student relationships. However, they did
deteot a significant correlation between decisional_deprivation‘and
’ teacher/principal relatioms. Specifically, teachers forkwhﬁp actual and
s ideal levels of involvement,were’ahout the saﬁe repgrted better relation—

ships with their principals This relationship held both for .teachers

-t

'serving on faculty councils at the 20 schools surveyed and for the teachers
not on the councils. Bridges (1964) and Hornstein et al. (1968) have '

- also eported positive correlations between teachers' reported decision
involvement and relationships. with their principals. .However, in BridéesJ
study, -conducted in 28 eiementar§ schools in a midwestern:district,'the‘
factor most.highly>correlated with teachers' attitudes toward their

principal was the teacher's erception of the principal's supportiveness
p P P p P PP

‘toward teachers (the extent to which the prT‘cipal would back the teacher
.~ Yin a dispute, for: example, with a parent)

The correlational studies are generally consistent with findings
from investigations in industrial settings that support hypothesized rela—

-tionships between involvement in decisions that affects working conditions .

.
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and job satisfaction. However, they offar relatively little guidance to .
administrators or staff develophent’personnei interested in the profes-
’ sional development implications of bringing teachers into active nbles’iﬂ
’ school decision-making. In particular, correlational evidence aipne can-
not establish the direction of a cause/effect relationship, if one exists.
One’ interpreZ;tion of the evidence is that teachers are more satisfied .

with their j

however, an alternative irdterpretation is that teachers who are rela-

bs because the§ have been given a voice in decision making;

tively satisfied with their current assignments are fore likely to pursue
oﬁportunities for decision involyement than less satisfied teachers, who
may be directing their energies to other ways of resolving their immedi-

ate concerns. Further, the correlational studies are not partitularly

infordative with respect to how practitioners have been involved‘id school
decis.ion making (the types of ﬁecisions in which they hage been involveci, ,
and the level of iﬂfluence they have exercised). The studies haye not ,been o
focused on the question bf how to bring practitioners into more active
roles (the types and level of support needed to increase involvement, the
obstacles that have emerged, and ways they have been resolved). Finally, -
the correlational studies do not ‘by and large address the staff develop—
ment implications of efforts to increase 4nvofvement (the types of training
needed by practitiomers and the consequences of involvement in terms of
professional growth and improvement of practice). ’

Reperts on efforts undertaken for the specific purpose of increasing
practitioners’ involvement*in school.decision making are relatively un-
common in the literature, aag\systematic studies of such efforts are eten
rarer. In the remainder of this chapter, three projects that have attempted .
&to bring school practitioners'into more active participation in decision
pfking are described. Two are ongoing Teacher‘Corps (Program—78) prejects:
the Akron (Ohio) Public Schools/Community/Kent State University project .
and the McKinley Complex project based in Honolulu, Hawaii. These pro-
_. ‘iects represent attempts to involve school personnel, along with univer- ’
'sity staff and community members, in the planning and implementation of
« staff development programs. The third case is the Teacher,Inyoivement

Project, -implemented in San Jose, €alifornia, over a period of three vears

R

] v .

75
7




|

- " :7'1'

Solving program, This project, rebresents an atte
-for involving pcactitioners in decision making at
faculty councils and constxtutions-—wfth the scope an asis of prac-
titioners' decision involvement a subject for negotiation betwden a

. given faculty and their principal.

- Akron/Kent State Teacher é;rps Project ' . o~
. 7 .

-

t

The Akron Public Schools/Community/Kent State University Teacher -

[y .

.

y Gorps project has adapted John Elliott's triangulation model as a sys- ?

= tematic approach to collaboration among the school, community, and univer-
‘sity in the design and iuplementation of stafé development progremsi This
case is particularly-interesting'in t%at the project staff have taken
an aporoach originally developed to support practitioner involvement in

. knowledge production (see Chapter 3) and adapted it for use mainly as a
. device to facilitate\gfactitioner 1nvolvement in program decision making.
The case is instructrve%with reggect to the requirements for collaboratlon
involving the three major stakeholder groups within the Teacher Corps.
comnunity as well&?s the formats and content of staff development programs

.that emerge as a result of collaborative plenning.

. . . -
Context.* The Akron/Kent Stat:\Teacher Corps project serves the North
Hill Cluster feeder system within the Akron -Public Schools. Over the past’
decade, the city of-Akron has Been faced with a situation that has become
*; 7 increasingly common within major urban areas—a changing, but generally
declining, school—aged population as a result of sev‘ral local plant
closings. Declining enrollment of white‘chifdren in the city's schools,
combined with the clesing of several scho&ls in older, relatively homo-
geneous neighborhoods, have contributed to greater ethnic and cultural
diversity in the student populations at some of the city s schools.
The North HilY Cluster ipcludes two elementary schoolsr a middle
scho and a high school. The community it segves includEssa;mix

black and white, The two %lementary schools both receive ESEA, Title I f

.

support--one as the result of a substantial influx of students from low-

- -~ Q] .. . . .0
* ' * . -
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income families over the past five years. The total a(udent population
within the four schools is approximately 4,000; personnel based at the
chools include moxe than 215 teachers, aides, and administrators. *

' Kent State University is g state-supported public institution of higher

' education, located in northeast Ohio within 50 miles of three metropolitan

cené%rs More than 5 million pe0ple live within 50, miles of Kent Std!e,
which serves ag;enrollment of 28,000 Kent State is one of the largest

4

of the more than 50 institutions in Ohio that offer: preservice training

for teachers. As ‘of 1978, the College 3! Education included 174 full time

facul mbers and enrolled 3 000 undergraduate students; about 500
/
advanced degrees weré awarded,by the Graduate School of Education during’

that year.

-

Triangulation as a Model of Collaboration. The conception of staff

 development reflected in project materials 1is the "professional under-

. standing" described by Elliott (m.d.). Development is viewed as a self-",

N

regulating process of chinge in beliefs and conduct which occurs spon-—
taneously once constraining factors are ‘removed and the individual pro-’
fessional is allowed to reflect critically og his or her practice and to
determide his-or her own thoughfs ang actions in light of the standards

and yvalues held by the profession The professional developnent Systeu
being put into place with support from the project incorporates: (1) sys-
tematic involvement of the three major stakeholder groups; -(2) field-based
training programs for presertice teacher\gdbcation students, practicing ..
teachers and other school-based personnel, énd cemmunity membersﬁ and

(3) ‘a delivery system that atilizes a variety-of training modes (workshops,,
curriculum development activities, demonstration claSsrooms, etcy).

\”ln fig the triangulation model as a device for facilitating infor=-
mation-éd decision making regardmg staff develOpment, the project
’staff have rttained several key features of Elliott s orlglnal model,
4ncluding (1 its focus on practical problems faced by teachers in the {
classroom, (2) its attention\to development of collaborative relationships
among teachers as well'as between teachers and persons from outside the
school; and (3) its use of multiple points of view to generate information,

LI - 77
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with no singie view allowed to dominate. The staff have also modiffed
the original approach in three ways: First, the focus of attention has
been shifted from the classroom tp the building:leﬁel. ’Secgpd, individuals
actively involved in triangulation serve on working groups assbeiated

with each program component 'representatives of a constituency. Third,
rather than explicitly inclujzfghe student's poiSE of view, as Elliott
did, the project has inVolveﬁ‘parents and community; thus, commuhity,
school, and university personnel constitute the three poirts in the
triangle. ' \ ‘\ . o, ‘ - .
melﬂangulaci_‘oyprocess is carried out through a sequence consis-

e steps: (1) needs assessment, (2) planning, and (3) implemen-

tation. As each sequence is completed, the process is recycled such that

additional concerns and priorities are ideﬁti{ied and’ further staff develop-

ment activities ere planned and executed in response t¥ these concerns.

" Each of the three primary stakeholder groups bears the major responsibility

Pt
for identifying its own néeds and formulating plans for appropriate staff -

devqlopment. The l7-member Community Council maintains primary respon-
sibility for surveying the community and planning activities ‘directed

priciarily to parents and community members, and teacher committees survey
faculties at the four project schools.. '_ - . .
Essentially, triangulation is the process through which communica-
tion and negotiation oCCUrS across grgups .so that the information and
resources represented by the diverse perspectives can ﬁe brought to bear

on planning staff development. Project materials describe three ways
R »
in wvhich the process strenvthens the planning of inservice.

-~

First, the diagnosis of problems is built into eve%y element of
the prqogram. The systematic reflection is the serting in which
agnosed. Second, the entire prcjegt cuperi-~
ences an\eon-going renewal process through the constant flow of
infermationy”.With its becinnines in individual classrooms and
at indivicual meetings, the change process involving behavior
and beliefs pervades the entire structure of the project.
Finally, misconceptions regarding the inservice mission of the,
Teacher Corps Project are-quickly identified when information
passes through the triangulation process. Definitions of the
project's mission are.always current and known to all three
‘\h‘)groups in the triad. These benefits from the implementation of.
triangulation come about because ‘the process 1is collaborative
* rather than hicrarchically structured. Loy ' ]
‘ . (Ar. 1in & Patton, 1978, pn. 5-9)

~
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Staff Development Activities. The types and content of staff develop-

-

ment activities that- have been implemented as part of the Akron/Kent .
State project have been varied. Actiyities during the 1979-80 schg:l~year
includéd 12 courses offered through Kent,State'with credit avatlable. -
‘Like all staff development activities sponsdred by’tbe project, these
.courses were open ‘to all faculty and staff at the four Teacher Corps schools
and to interested community members, Courses could be taken individually,
with or without credit, However, the twelVe courseg together constituted

the first half of a two—year field-based masters program. A series of
mini-courses, also with university credit available but meeting for only

two to.three weeks, focused'on such topics -as job stress, the gifted

child, Akraqn's plufalistic past, and stereotyping.- Finally, a group of
one-day workshops, without cred%é included sessions examining great “
ideas in teaching, intra-school communication, parents and the school

and othe¥ topics. Instruction in the courses, mini—courses, and- Jork-

shops is provided by tedhs of university-Based teacher educators and

) scﬁool practitipners or administrators. +
. “.Enrollment in'the courses and workshope has been higher than expec-
ted; according to project staff, half the faculty at the_four.prbject ﬁ:;
schools have enrolled in one or more credit courses. Project 'staff and
teachers alike attribute the widespread response to the involvement 'of _
teachers in planning the prqgrams. Teachers describe the staff develop—f‘
ment Off erings provided through the progect as "a good‘start" toward

we Changing their &iew of ingervice as something planned and implemented

exclusively by outsiders and of little or no relevance to the classroom-
based practitioner. Teachers wno have been involved_allude:both to the -
new reeponsibility they take pn when they help to plan inservice and to
“the difficulty they encountered in carrying out their new role at first.
According to a high scheol teacher, "Teacher Corps is the'first-time

anyone has asked us what we wanted. This has made it harder, bécauvse for

« 2 long time-we didn't really know. If.we don't ansyer this ouestion

well, tne~project will fail." TeacherSowho have participated in courses
on Such topics as job—stress»and cbemical dependency describe these "
offerings ds’ unique in their experience and.as highly relevagt both to
’ . - \ 8
LN e ' “»
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issues they faceﬂon a daily basis in the‘slassroom«%nd to their longer-~
" . term personal and professional interests. . Project staff note that prac- .
.citionersfvpriorities for staff development havg, shifted @bmewhat over ’
Jtime from an early Tocus on practical igsues—what to do in the classroom-—

to a growing interest in theoretical issues. \, . : . -
In addition to the cours%york offerings deséribed above, ‘the project )
staﬁﬁ have puvsued several other‘less formal modes of staff development. o
* These" ‘include - setting up, demqnstration classrooms, interciass visitations,
v #hd minig;pnts to teachers for curriculunm deVelopment‘and classrodm—based
‘ innovation. As part of the project s first—year emphasis on building ‘a -
program integrated acrdss the four schools andsthe fullwhkjjaspectrum, . o
teachers planned and implemented®an exchahge. program, in which e}enentary
and secondary teachers” taught ‘each o:her 's classes for a day to develop¥® ” _ ‘

a better understandlng of differgnces in the teaching situation and the |

classroom.environment gcross levels. Acdording to proJect TepoTts, what

rticipating teachers\discovered was that elementary and secondary
classrooms were far mofe sfhilar than they had believed. ) ) v .
As the projegt ha} moved into its second year of full operation

(1980 81), interest’ 4n planning staff- development to serve the full prqﬁest
cormunity has continued. At- theysame time, however, néw interest has . .
energedxin addressing concerns and~priorities unique to each of the par-
tic;patingﬁschools. As 5uch some of the activities planned for the ‘'~ / *
current year address hgilding—specific themes, it is hoped tnﬂt ‘this will -
broadeg faculty,participatiog within each*school and’ encourage scﬁool ) |
~ staff and&;he community served by che\\chopl to work more closely together. .

v ‘ & y - }r.

Requiremants for. Collaboration. Kent State University and tﬂe Akron ~

Public Schqols did‘not have'a history of . collaboration prior to. the earl?
rta*"s of p%;n*’ﬁz ’or‘thg-xeacnﬁr Cﬂ'“c'prodect in 1Q77$ Drowoct “J f'

/ -
sonnéf agrce that working re}ationships between ‘members of gha universitv,, 53

‘e thh*schOols,-and the commyl itythye egerged\ lowly and are continuizé -/,\ : ‘
actof .

/’
to evolvc. ProJecE/Staff Yom the university cite as an imporfant#

- the re1ative1y period of pre*ppo\ect planning (14 months) du ;ng ;o0 .

i h .
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' ;} 2 of collaborative arrangements is clarification of thquQOpe of collaboratlon

| . ™ participants agreed to wark within he scope availableéto them. According
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This period gave the university staff the opportunity to galn n dome famili-
. arity with the school System s organizational structure, communication * ’
Va channels (formal and informal), norms, and operating pfocedures before
begﬁnnlng to collabog;te with practitioners and comﬂuni;y reprLScnt:‘Eﬁes
directly + It also gave the district' s\Senior administiation{the oppor=-
tunity to get to know g%ne of the university staff who were expected to | °
pray major roles in" the project, under conditions of comparatively low
visibility To gain active support and concurrence at the*ﬂistrict
level, project staff argue, it is necessary to demonstrate to-senior
' officials in the distri#ffice that collaboration with teachers and
the kommunit#, which has not been* standard‘operating prpcedure in the
past, is consistent with the district s interests and produces some
recognizable benefits.’ This has happened slowly, since stafﬁ.have found T
that collaboration, particularly in its early stages, is a time consuming

" 4 approach to planning and recognizable'benefits are slow to emerge.

A- second factor,that,projeet staff regard as“important to development )

at the outset. Project staff. argué that it is. not necessary,.or even

aboropriate, to collaborate on all- aspectgrof project operations?

se of Te Corps program

{

from the begi%ning as, non—negotiab e. bec

regulations and/or Qolicies o the istrict and the university. Progect

< .
o to staff, tHe proJect s sgope has broadened s‘ﬁewhat sver time®with . ) .

. addigicnal cla riticat,ion of Teacher Corps recu1ations and norcnn'%w‘ - . a
within the central office that staff development activities sunporc b; DR

! . the progect have been well attended and well regarded by membcrs of the )

h 4 -l .

-

schogls and the community. . . . . ) )
: ! A third factor groject staff cite as impgrtant is recognition that not - .,.0

B all practig}oners will want to collaborate in planning staff development.
‘ - A '
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. Some resist, the goal c:f professionaliz{(g the teaching occupatio\. To be

- a professional suggests to them td work 1 g hours and to assume full °

respahsih‘}ity themselves both for the pr:Zucts of their efforts and¢for

accepting or amelioracing the conditions under which they work. Sqme are »

 faced wdth personal responsibilities. and pressures that leave thew little .
tiné or energy for additional activities. For these groups of teachers, A
participation in collaborative ventures that are ultimately directed

toward jog"enlargement (gaining‘anﬁhorit and responsibility for school

decision making and management of Phe instructional process) is not an S
// " especially attractive optiou. Even for those teachers who are interested
,\' ‘ +dn assuling mbre direct and professional involvement in school decision

making, collaboratiqp-—patticuharly with persons from outside the schodl
(universi*y professors, community council members)y--1s- an unﬁaﬁiliar N
activity. Their training hashvrepared th¥n to work with children, not 'i\
with other adults. Traihiné 4nd experience at using-collaborative tech-' .
nlques are needed by these- teachers, V4 T
A«fourth requiyement identified by, project staff is validaticn of
inform!tion obtained through tradizional needs assessment surveys The
J;dialqgte that/Lnerges acrossvgniversity, school, and community stake- e

4

Jholders via triangulation is’ seer as impontart in’helping to uncoxer‘ahe
\basic conterns and problems that lie behind responses to written survevs. \\
An_exdmple comes from ‘a needs sugvey conducted among teachers that iden- .

(g : ti‘ied discipline as.a high priority for inservice. Discussions among

T "teacﬁ, and betwé&n teachers ind umversity/comnunity sonnel revealed . .
]

‘. that t the teachers’ were conéerned abput was the 14ckof a well-

<=5
which had created ambi
© led to anparent inequities in Ere:gment‘ef problems not rgsolved within é%zsa

] articulated and videlygerstood disciplifie %cy at their schdols;

ty for teaclerssy Qtudents, anddparents and had

th:;classroom "~ Obviously the staff development 1mﬁl tions of this
concern are quite differe‘; from. the ai%artnt imolications of survey data

k7
- suagesting that teachers* w&nt a course *techniques. for maintaining

discipline in the classro"“rﬂ” s . * e : I
- ‘ 7 w\
- e 4
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Teacher Corps project serving the Honolulu educatiénal co!munity It

-Department or Education, the University of Hawaii at Manoa, the McKinley

\munity served’ by the Hawaiian educational system, can be characterized

"as truly multicultural. More than a dozen culturally distinct ethnic - 7

.proportion of familiés immigrating to the stath are enrolled in progect ’ \\ '

McKinley Complex Teacher Corps Project T \. . - : .

-

This case presents an inceresting application a practiw;oner ¥nvolve-
ment in the structuring and implementatidn of staff d velopment (inservice)
activities. The case, is no{ewgsthy since the technigges ‘and procgﬁures

used in the proj%gt are dictated more by social conventions of the proxect

applicatiens. rthermore, as this is a Program 78 Teacher Corps” project
(follouing on two previous years of Teacher Corps support), it should have -
fairly widq and direct relevance to those in the Teacher Corps community
_interested in practitioner involvement issues.. . . . : .

-

Case Description. The McKinley Complex project is a Program 78

k
operated previously as the Jegrett Teacher Corps ProJect (1976 1978) The ¢

current project operates as a joint effort involving., the Hawaii State

High School Complex, and a community council. The term "McKinley pbmplgxf : .
refers to the colleccipn of Title I elementary and intermediate feeder
schools which link to McKinley High 'Scheoly(also a ﬂ;tle I scipol). Three .
such schools are included in. the Teache orps projects--Royal nlerentary 3 .
(K—6), Washington Iggermediary (7= 9), “and %cKinley.High (10-12).

The composition of these project scho‘;s-and of -the general com-

14 ‘.,

: %
groups are served .by" the project schools. Moreover, a substantial

schoois. Fully one fourth of the pupils are from non—English—speaking
fazilies representing mirz thdn a gEte ' separate I”R"U“HES ) L -
One response to this cultewal drd linguistic d1versity has been 4

the adoption of a practitioner involvement philosophy and modus operandi

by the project leadership (project, district," uﬂTversity, and community

k4 e
. VR /‘—""
- * .

*Honolulu Districg foice, 1577, pp. 52-54, : / >
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stakeholders) + Some of the applications emerging from this philOSophy
aptsar to represent tqe state—of the—art, particulaqu with regard to in-
service staff development and curricﬁlum,impfovement., v v )
Hore sge cifically, the project recently completed the first pha¢C
of a practitioner-designéd and implemented program to, fine tune instruc-
tional.skills and curricula to-better fit thetpopulations being served.
‘"Typisglly such curricuium and instructional reform is carried out by,'
"experts" from outside the classroom or schqol. It is not tonventional .
to find teachers pafticipa&ing in the process much beyond the completion
of some needs assessment inventory But the preject leadership recog—
"nized that teachers need to be taught how to become involved——how to .
" agsume a role of responsibility for the quality and effectiveness of
_their efforts. The approach developed by the.project tQ supply this
"involvementltraining .should serye as a useful model for others who
are interested in this outcomex ) .
First, the project required each participating faculty {/ establish
its own teacher cadre. C(Cadres consisted of a chairperson for eachyschool ‘
and representatives from each department (or the faculty at large\in the

elemyntary schocl). , The principal's- participation was neither prohibited

nor mandated-—each school decided indspendently, the term of service ona .

given Jcadre was one year,_and participatiom wasdvolhntary. Subsequent .

(additional) cadre membership was determined by individual ?aculty interests.

Cadres arranged for meetings in accordance with locally developed schedulesF\\
+ On the firsy pass, the cadres uere to lead their faculties in e

design of succe sful inservige courses to meet their school-specific needs.

In an"effort to rovide for maximum local involvement and pdtticipation,

. ‘ *
the Teacher Corpsfstaff maintained asgnondirective posture.

y ®

The cadres' response tq'this_approach was mixed. On the one hand,-

»

the‘ﬁgculties approved of their new role:z and) respon ibilities.' On the
. : : <
other hand, they soon recognized that they .lacked the procedural skills
L A ] $ I
3 " 8
A project report refers to this early effort as an attempt to apply Sbpe
Requirenents for Successful Inservice Education (King et al., '1977 Among

-

.these, perhaps the most crucial are "...decisions on feasibility and
prioritization of proposed inservice ac(ivit{es 4re made jointly by
teachers and the resource persons..." and:"resources needed for the-in-

service he crmirced ani the richts/resp nnfrnzlatlt‘ of tenchicrs nr
a:-}ru ated."” \\...X" A TE.L. , 1477y,
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needQs);o bbild igsue consensus. They, in effect, requested more assis-

N v - -
om the project in the development of a process; a mechanism for’ , 5
\ .

soiving~some.of the problems tﬁéy senseq existed both at the instructiongl

tance

®

and organizational levels. A

Subsequently the project, with the concurrence of the Department of- . 1

—~gducation, has spoﬁsored‘a sequence of inserwice ''retreats' which were

<+
open to the full participation of all teachers in the project schools.

.

Howevér, the school-based facylty have had ihe JesponsibiliE? of planning

and igplementing these works?ops, with the project staff providing resour-

~—

bl
«ces and assistance as requested by thd’faculties. . L

The’ prejéct reports the latest sequence of retreatsworkshops to have

’

. b P * . -
been’ reasonably successful, 'and has some interesting evidence to support
this claiz. This particular retreat was advertised as a fwo-week.work-

shop "...work training in value and product development in orientation'

(Case Study Document #4-22, emphasis in @#®iginal). 'As jncentives for~

participation, teachers were offered three Lniversltﬁ\of,ﬂhwaii‘tredits
iand'a stipend, tée latiter being contingent gpoq.;ompletion of a pr;éuc5

fﬁiti%Fed tiroué% the ﬁ?rkshop. Further, ﬂgéchers wvere allowed three - y

options: They could sele®t¥an issue or area of iﬁdivigggl interest,

organize as 3qﬁgam.o€ group -around come gpecified topic, or participate_

in the workshop.on*a full faculty or departmental proiect basis. .,

" " One outcome of the proceedings was a consensus of teacher interest in’
-bullding staff thesion. As is-noted in other case studies in this report, b

teachers are usually quite surﬁrise@ to dlscover éhe extent of Bhared

inteégsts, céncerhs, and problems. which owverlap.across fagulties,'d@rtiéu-
:larly’bﬁtween eiementéry and secondary. A1§o,'e1ementary faculty ofteh

learn a great deal of practical "how-to" as theyr compare proble=s and

. 2
experiences in their own wotkshops. In this instfnce, the elementary school

.

fa:si:agiévelyni:ed'wich the princiral in designing a detailed progras f%r
R - N .
_ h - p I
drawing the staff together into 3 more coﬂssive unjt. Cogponents of the
: N,
L] L ]

A
P . & . s -
.~ periodic obgeXvation visits to each others' claserooms; .

' the dppointment of a rask force te’develop a student:coungdd- & ' y
to input student ipterests.fo feachers; : .




e

- 7. the formation of z uriform behavior code and discipline’ policy,

. . ¢ the development of teachers lounge which would be operated

; and maintained sol¢ly by the teachers; ahd ]

. C . a*polic} to observe each others' birthday.:

? Certainly none of these elements h} ts@&f {s all that remdrkable.

. "Indeed, the collection may not appear particularly impressive against

wuch of the innovation and school improvement rhetoric. ‘The important

' point, however, is that the faculty are recognizing common interests o
and how to assume responsibility for dealing productively yith these
interests. . ) ‘

': ) On a more academic level, the elementary faculty has undertaken the

velopment and implementation of a fully articulated multigrade curriculum

n-science. This ambitioos project stands’ a good chance of succeeding,

a ticularly if progress toward building staff cohesion moves fprward.

-

W However, current progress details were not available for this case report.

Another workshop outca‘e one which cuts across the participating

-

faculties, involves a two—workbook saquénce for teadhing Japanese as a

second langgage. (Japanese is the dominant ethnic group in the -project :
schools, coastitLting pearly one third of the enrollment. ) * This is viewed
as an especially relevant multicultural outcome of.rhe Teacher Corps

project approach.

1
- [

. * Q
e Critical Issues. Several igsues believed important ty’?ge 'success

of this approach to practitioner inyolvement were discussed by the pro-
ject staff. Finat and foremqdgt seems to be the role the princ1pal plays
in the’ tatal Operation. To the extent proJect activities appear to id\er—
rupt or conflict withQizandard‘adminlstrative procedures, or to challenge

J} . the authority of the'p ncipal' strong‘opaosition c3gn be expected. In

- this regard, the projecﬁeff wado cﬂr]* effarts. to iovolve the prin-

cipals contihuousdy in phases of planniag and subsequent opexationms.

Principals wvere invited but not requirdd to serve on steering cormittees.

‘"‘ And care was taken to avq#dégroﬂucing additional administrative burden to

I d

principals thrgugh project operations., - ¢ E
. : \ .
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Yet not a11 iSSues can be dealt with procedurally Prtncipals who

I

" gte their administrative role threatened or who phi1050phica11y oppose .
. this form of practitigner involvement (for whatever reasons) nuat be
reckoned with. Qufte frequently the ne®, inexperienced principal will
respond caut iouslv if not neg atively, to these unortheadx approacnes,
which can hawe a chilling effect on staff enthusiasm. The project staff
reported that in such situations a great deal of interaction with the NERN
principal may be needed to develop a.more favorable orientation. The
staff suggested that where the principal is strongly opposed it way be
< useful to return to the beginning stages of planning, offering ehe prin-
cipal alarger stake in the overa’l architecture. It appears, thé¢h, that
—4y -a 7large share of the' success of. this form of practitioner_inyolvement will
depend upon principal—raculty rapport, anc on effective interpersonal
skills of the progect " staff!in building upon this rapport. The principal o
is clearly thé kgystone. ‘ ‘ . : '
A second critical issue regards assu.ptions of teachers' awareness '3
. of their needs. The project staff point out that teacner§ are,dominated
by a c?assroon perspective—they tend to Focus“on day- to—day denands and
coping requlrements of theiz regpective classroons. This seems to have two
prizary -mplications for success o‘ prac itioner ifvolvenent efforts. - !
First, teachers have to be provided with a bexter picture of the 2rena--
(‘what is possible and available. Second, teachers have to be provided
§ - withgroup problem—s ng snills-—in part to overdime the effects bf .
classroom isolatlon and in part to build bridges acfoss the disperled“‘_/)
public school 6rganizations, .In effed¢t, the staff argce that teachers
meed consciousness raising activities to broaden their professiona1
4 perspéctzves, and snecialized training-in the devexoptent of collabora-

3 3
tive skills. . : . :

> -

1

-

L4 . - .0 = . 3
Related to this skill developzent, ¥he project staff point to the .

: . use of ,secial procgsses as a powerful\tool. In particular, a crucial °
issue seens te be. 1dent ving and gaining the interest .and support of - - —
informal opinion leader; ~in each faculty {or department) The staff o Y

report that these are uéuaiiy high-energy. people, easy to idbnﬂ*f, since
N thev o o..en v.-ic1*s:c in ¥

arious cer~unity scrvice activities. *Cu
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, indiv.iduals usually endorse api«actitioner‘in;rolvement phi sophy and need
only the opportknity to exercise their leadership skillg. ,
Which feads to fhe fourth cg?cial-iSsue'cited by /the ‘stdff: namely
a fairly adapcive action plan which involves a lot of personal interaction

and hands-on sLLll training activi ities, with the p{actltioners The-

project staff report that they have learned to act primarily‘as facili-
tators—-meeting among themselves almost on a daily basis to review and- o
trouble-shopt progress and to inltiate at‘least sohe acetion reSponse to
perceived problems. 'The essent®al point is that activity is continuous
and adaptive. The practitioners require a lot of -early e;idence of their
involvement—-they are learning a new form or mode.of behavior.

™ . &,

- San Sose Teagher Imvelvement Project

This case describes an‘applicaf&on of practitioner involvement .
centering on the role of teachers as‘instructional experts. The prajkct
goal was to increase the active participation and involvement of school-

. «based raculty in the making and carrying out of instructional decisions
in the classroo” The activities associated with this goal were supported
by funds”?rom the National Institute o‘ Education and involved collabora—
tive efforts of the state and local teachers' organizatzonlcafz, the -dis- -

2 trict administrative staff, and the instructional staff from 16 schools

* (elem mentary, and secondary) in the, district. The casg\is interesting in
that many of the early themes .and procedures pioneered in this project \
have been refined and incorporated into the Program 78 Téacher Corps
project in the district. :?he case is particularlyginstructive regarding

-
ptoblems and advantages of this application’of practitioner involvement,

especia‘ly with respect to staff developme at “and governance foci.

Context. The San Jose Tgacher Iryolvcnen; ProJcct, or TIiP, uas
initiated in Septenber 1975 as one of -nine urban s¢hool "self}bzlp" pro-
' jects awarded three—yeargrants by the NIE Local. Problem SolyfféﬂProgram.
' The- pro;ect was aesigned to provide school—based practitioners with

R opportuni;f?s and procedures. far more, direct participation in the develop~ ’

' ment and a"e"en:tof instructional progrars within their schoels. The

) SR I o . ’
. S lSS‘ ‘ a’*p

..
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project was ostensibly'ta}geted to inner-city schools serving economically

_disadvantaged populations. However, participation in the project -was

"offered to any and aW- interested faculty in the district, and ulti- .

mately 16 school facultie§,became involved over the three-yegr project ..

teaure. - . , !
/' a

" The practitioner fanvolvement issues which can_be informed by thdis -

* -

case are: . . as

. ¢ . \ .
. the length of time and the complexity “‘of procedures required
‘to effect implementation‘of the project; . .

. the nature and exte’t of practitioner involvenent deve}oped
by means of the project; angd -

. the initial (short-term) and sustained (long-term) effects ]
of this involvement at the classroom, school, and disgrict = ¢
levels. . Ve

’

. . ' *x
As this case was t;% mgst intensively studied and documented of 'those

incluged in this report, it has the pote#tiali to mdre completely inform. -
! : ’ . Y

the above issues.
Cx .
Practitioner Involverent'katiOﬂaTe. The basic premise upon which

”IP rested was a fairly ;traightforward e'tension of the organizational
development model, combiniqg notions of participatory management, role '
énb;ncement: and collaborative decision wmaking within a professional

*devélopment. écﬂbﬁe S . ] o

.

It was reasoned.that many of the creative and problem-solving resour- *

*

ces represented by instructional staff were not utilized within schoals, = § -

Driratlly because faculty had neither the opportunity.nor the know-&qw
to provide ‘their }nput. -This gpplied to both major and rqu ne educa~
tional issues. The TIP approach was to provide interested’practitioners
with a means of dbvg}éping the opportunitigs and. cultivating.their dwn

seills for particirating in deg¢fsdons of interest to them. Such invclve7cn:

should opetace,‘amongxgtier things, &to:- ’ ,
- x u "

fTwo documpntation gfforts were conducted concurrently during the four—
year course of the project. The first was ta Jored to the project managl-
ment and formative feedback needs (Emrick & Peterson, 1975, 1976, 1977 ,
1978b). The second served the governzent 's documentatio sznthesis
progra~ cbjectives (Runkel, Schmuck, Arends, & Francisco) 1978).

.
%




(1) Enhance the relevance of information on which instruc-

tional decisidns are based by bringing in tRe viewpoihts o
and experiences of interested practitioners (egplogical

validity). "

2 Increase the range of alternatives to be considered in a ‘
given decision-~hence enhancing the problem-solving
* ¢apacity of the organizatiom. :

(3) 1Increase the commitment of practitioners to carry out , ,
decigions in which they participated. -

(4) Enhance the.professional identity, job satisfactionsznd
motivation of the involved faculty (improved organi-
zational climate)

_(5) Redistribute the administrative and instructional burden
more equitably and improve local parity.

(6) Tap inﬂo the creative talent resident in the practitioner .
4¢.pool and create additional career and professional develop-
ment opportunities among intérested staff.

(7) "~ Improve the basis for more Yeffective interactions with ' \
parents’ and community interests. o ' é;
ot . \ . $
_ Stage I: Initiation. Working thfough tedcher organization contacts,

the project leaderyprincipal investigator secured a commitment of'interest

and willingness to participate from the local teacher organization administra-

. “ tors and several prastitioners who, had previously held office.in the loéal

organization. These practitioners were designated to serve as a Stage I

‘ stegriné communittee; the local organization agreed to assist in setting up ‘

the administrative structure of the proBect. It was réasoned that this Yrrange-

"ment would render the project most clearly teacher oriented and adninistered

B ?; Next the principal investigator,and pr%ctitioner volunteers met with
‘senior~district administrators (the superinEendent and two assistants) to.

_j) present’ and discuss the project concept, with the obgective of seCuring .

central administrative concurrenge_grior to application for government (8 El

funds. The céntral. adhinistration ‘concurred, contin ent upon unanimous

concurrence by the huilding administrators whose staifs would be.involved.

(It is_noteworthy that the decision to approve the project was heavily

influenced by the‘superintendent, who openly expressed a participatory

management philosophy ahd had gaitiated several earlﬂ%f;decenqyaliZation 3

programs. in the district.) . , . iy

. . 90 ( ¢
t ' ) S . , : 9;)
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Stage I1: Start Up and-First-Year Impléementation. With the road now .

cleﬁr, the principal investigator] prepared a formal appliCation for project "
supoort, and deve’ooed activity and time line sequences for first- vear ) v

prOJeJP impleﬂentation. A summary of the major activities of this" first—

yeatr start up and 1mpl mengation is as follows:

-

. An.awareness mailing. to all teachers in targeted buildings
was .copdhicted during the summer preceding the first prolect
year., This material described the project philosophy and roo.
participation requiremeénts in the most general terms and R
invited all. interested teachers to attend- an orientation

. . meeting,o obtain more details. ) !

N

. Two orientation meetings were scheduled to provide for maxi-
mizing turnout. At the meetings the project director revieved\
the philosophy and procedures for practitioner involvement,

. ~pointing to récent experiences in several c;ﬂ;g;yfban dis-
- © tricts for validation of the concept and feddibility of the
. . approgfb . A representative from the teacher‘organization

—~+#P%  delivered a motivational speech and members of the steering )
' committee addressed individuald- cqucerns of the teachers.

. Using attendance at the orientation meeting as an indication
. of leadership and expression of. contern, building involvdment
: . leadership triads were formed arowfd the early volunteers.
. Their primary responsibility was to carry the message back
to their respective buildings. The goal was to. have a triad
(three teachers) for each ‘'school builgdng attend-a training-
_workshadp series te be implenented oVethe firsteproject year.

. The start up workshop consisted of an audiovisual presentation ‘ v
and some preliminary skill development exercises in needs . ‘
identifjcation and priority setting. .

.~ A more formal sequence of skill deve10pment workshops was
implemented over the remaining academic -year. The firsc of.
these provided formal training in issue identification and
consensus building. The second dealt with differentiating z/g)
the nagure and.level of involvement an consensual issues. 4
A third workskop focused on the framing of faculty involve~
ment constitutions, ahd a fourth workshop dealt with the .
estarlish-art of ‘a. facultv council, ratification of the

.+ involvement constitutions,!and application of the constitu- - .
tional procedures to a.real live {ssue (identified through
earlier workshops) §

.

By the ‘close of the first year of. project activities, several ‘facul~

ties had progressed to the final draft stages of their faculty invo].ve'nent

o o1 —

constitutiogﬁ and were negotiating with their principals and faculties




- . I

for ratification and application of the constitution to ORre or more
issues.. The majority of faculties, however, were stalled because of .
draitihg difficulties, administrative negotiations, or competing demands

and interests. e

‘Stage I11: Irolermentition and Refinement, Second Year. During the

summer months, several changes in project organization were made by the

principal investigator. First, members of the teacher consultant team .

L3
’

were ‘given a mofe substantial and formal role in project management. .

ghey now, became the project directorate,’with the principal investigator

serving as a nonvoting member on the directorate team. Second, workshops
w&te redesigned and segmented to better fit the needs and interests of «
elementary and secondary fagulties in the project. Third, a new set of

.start up workshops was implemented for new faculties wanting to join the

project. Fourth, a new modus operandi for the project leaders was ‘adopted: ?

This second year they were to spend substantially more time working at

the building level, providing "hands-on assi tance,to reguesting facul—
ties. This field or1entation was well received by the participating .
faculties, but it required that two members of the directorate take leave L~
from their teaching responsibilities to supply the on-site time required
(their tize was paid out of project funds) 5 :

Altogether five additional worRshops weme conducted during the second
iz ple.entatio: year. 'As with the first—ye&r workshops, these were fairly
well attended, positively regarded, ‘and apparently productive events.

Part of the workshop success appeared due "to good planning, format, and -
logistics, They usually started and ended on time, were tightly scheduled
involved a substantial amount of activity (much of it requiring cross- ‘
faculcy team s progress sharing, reporting of war stories and their D
so]urions) Another less tangible factor leading to the workshop success ‘
is believed to be their regard for‘and .seusitivity to teacher interests’ '
and ¢oncerms——on both a personal and a professional level The project Q‘
leadership arranged in advance to provide fairly nice meals with the ;..

workshops. Faculty contributed their rime .as participants, and thus were ,

given stakes in setting and carrying out agenda. ,Building and central

-
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~

tatives, teachet organization staff,

‘; 7 o

4

office administrators, university staff ccmmunity (parent) represen-

and research professionals wvere

alzwost alwavs i? attendance and were proviged participatory roles intes:ral

to the workshop agEnda. Prominent and inf ntial presenters were often

invited to.address the.gﬁrticipants on' timely issues, to bolster rorale,

and to stimulate enthusiasm. And action items emanating from workshop

. - ¢ s ‘= :
‘oceedings were swiftly and conscientiously dttended- to, further rein- ‘
% - (e}

reing the emerging sense of fficacy . engendered by ‘the project.

* By the close of the second year ‘of skill—building workshops——most of

which wete refinements andtextensions of the trial workshops conducted

. during the start up year--a real sense of progress existed. Over hallF
A

the original faculties had drafted;bona fide constitutions unique 4 their

governance needs and interests, and several had been sucdessfully applied

to local issues. As. an added resource, the project leadetship allocated

a modest portion of project funds to.a teacher—owned and operated grants"
" program. A!participating faculty need only identify an application ‘area
through its’ constitutional process (usually some form of faculty senate)

and request the: p%oject for support, in the form of a "mini- .grant "~

application. The }IP directorate (tife po‘licy,committee ﬁnd.proJect

ileade;shipf reviewed and recohﬁ!h? d funding for these applications in,
tesms.of their merit.\ Usually funds were SSOO %r less.

requests wefe declined or referred for revi5lon Bu

Some 0ut—of~bounds
t most1§ the regpons 1585
were positive and the grants component in may ways became a major incen—

v tive for initializing constitutions.

. ¢ '
~Stage IV: Pro!gct Stabilization .and Instit oéalization. “In the ’

~

third vear, project, leadership was assgumed con;jsgely by classroom teachers.

A consortium of six teachers'ithree of~;%%m hag/been consultants during

' the first year) nana ed and directed the®project. .The local teacher

-

" organization provided physickl space{and limited administrative assistance,‘

. but by dnd large, the’volunteer teachers ran the show.” Attention shifted

from development of skills in. issue iden ification, consensus building,

and constitution drafting more toward further erpansion and solidificntion e
of the processes alreadv ini;iated by the project.:

L
it
.

One focus was on o
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diffusing'the model to other schools in the district, Anqther was, on

/disseminating success to other intefested faculties outside the ‘district.

.

Several small conferences were convened and experts were retained to

}
advﬁse and consult on dissemination strategies.

~

Y

- Cr ical Issues., It is‘clear‘from TlP, as well as.the other prac-

titioner involvement applications revieyed above, that involvement .takes
[ time to emerge. Setting up faculty councils at TIP schools required onL
to two years. Provision was made for teTporary involvement str ctures
during the-early initjation stage of activities; these interim involve-
ment mechanisms ‘dncluded faculty members who were interested in setting

. up mbre permanent structures and willing to assume some responsibility ~

-

for generating interest within their facultfes.

y ot ]

SN Recruitment of volunteers in the first year did not always result
. in-surfacing the true opinion 1eaders, however, interest was sufficient '
to form interim teams at about 80/ of the. target schools. In a report
on the Urban/Rural progrém, n‘NfE—Supported effort to establisn councils
of school personnel and communzty members to plan inservice edycation pro- -

' grams Joyce<(;978) describes a1{endendy among local project staff to \'

recruit pers leadership experience to serve on planning councils.

&hile Joyce agrees that involvement of local leaders is important to.
gaining visibiIéty and credibility, he recalls that the intent of the
Urban/Rural program was to deVelop leadershfg and to bring previously
disenfranchised groups into the declsion process. A council consisting
solely. of '0ld boys," he argues, may be highly productive in the short
Tun but dysfunctional over the long tqgm Where broader par(icipation
¢, in governance is the goal, he argues that diversity and openness to persons
who have not prewiously taken on leadership roles are important from the '
beginnin;“ g
Particioation tended to be limited during the early stages- of involve-
« ment and to grow with perceptio:i/of uccess and with increased attention
. to school level activities. As was’true for other practitioner involvencnt

\applications reviewed here, various members of the groups targeted for

Ihvolvenent in BIP adopted a "wait and ‘sce /attitude, expressed skepticigm

that anything woyid chianca, and/eor questioned the arepriotencss of -
-~ . \ .
2 1
- L[4
o~ 2 . ; '
Wl BN
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diffusing the‘model to other schools in the district. Another was, on

.

disseminating success to other’intefested faculties outside the ‘district.
Several small conferences were convened and experts were retained to

?

advﬁse and consult on dissemination.strategies. ‘ . -
) : ' ‘-' N ' .

ical Issues. It ds clear from TIP, as well as-.the other prac-

titioner involvement applications revieyed above that involvemept .takes

{ time to emerge. Setting up faculty councils at TIP schools required on &

to two years. Provision was made for temporary involvement structures

A}

during the. early initiation stage of activities; these interim involve— .
ment mechanisms “Ancluded fagulty members who were interested in setting
. up mbre permanent structures and willing to assume some reSponsibilitv 4

.

. 'for generating interest within their facultfes. . )

o Recruitment of volunteers in the first year did not always re5ult

. in-surfacing the true opinion 1eaders, however, interest was 5ufficient '
to form interim teams at about 80/ _of the. target schools. In a report
on the Urban/Rural progrém, an.NIE~5upported effort to establish councils |
of School personnel and communzty members to plan inserv1ce eduycation pro-

grams Joyce<(;978) describes aﬁ%endendy among local project staff to \'

recrult pers leadership experience to serve on planning councils.
&hlle Joyce agrees that invelvement of local leaders is important to.

. galnlng v151b1I§ty and credibility, he recalls that the 1ntent of the
Urban/Rural program was £g deVelop leadershig and to bring previously
disenfranchised groups into the decision process. A council consisting

. solely. of ‘old boys," he argues, may be highly productive in the short 5
Tun but dysfunctional over the long tq;m Where broader pa:{iclpation
.in governance is the goal, he argues that diversity and openness to persons
who have not prev1ously taken on leadership roles are important from the '

>

»7\
beginninc

' ¥
Participation tended to be limited during the early stages-of involve-
« ment angd to grow with perceptio:i/of uccess and with increased attention
to school level activities. As™was” true for other practitioner involvement

tapplications reviewed here, various members of the groups targeted fo{

Ihvolvement in EIP adopted a "wait and ‘sce" attitude, expressed skepticigm

. -+ that anything woyfld chanea, and/eor questioned the :%“ruprfntlsou, of -
. s ‘ N N
.
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Bringing teachers into the decision process.' Many indicated that thév

,aimply did pot have the time to-get involved, given the many demands

already made of them. Howéver, as TIP activities became more visible _ . /
¢ within the participating schoold, support fof the concept of teacher involve~ :
ment grew and participation 1ncreased. The proportion of teachers reporting,'“
broad-based support for the concept\of teacher 1nvoivement in decision |

making more‘than doubled from the first year to "the third, from 32% to

69% (Emrick & Peterson, 1977). o ] =

. Anoth%r issue indicated by T{P and the other practitioner involve- " )
//pent ap?lications is the importance of administrative concurrence and ////

support., Practitioner involvement in‘decision makingvimplies that adminis- ,

trators. are asked to share their authority with individuals and ‘groups who

‘have relatively little experience in many of the areas where administrators

consider themselves expert. Shared responsibility ‘and greater cooperation
( in carrying out decisions max‘be the resnlt, with benefits to administration. /

However, the conclusion reached by Joyce (1980) and his colleagues in their

stnd? of the Urban/Rural program that "sharing power increases power“'(P. xiv)A

is not a self-evident truth to all administrators when the idea is proposed,

- . 4

to them. . .

The importance of administrative support at both the district and the

._building level was demonstrated during ‘the first year of TIP. The 5uperin-
tendent's support was ‘demonstrated to teachers both by inclusion in the‘
negotlated agreement between the teachers' organizatibn and the distr}ct of

s .a clause endorsing the gstablishment of schqol' councils ind by the superin-

tendent's attendance at projact functions. Support from building adminis-

trators was mdre problematic. Although o?ficial endorsement’ of tge project .

by pri palslwas obtained at the\outset, teachers on the central project.

teag?oi:zXnally opposed active participation of principals, on the grounds

B
that "involve'nent& pro_]ects led by principals are charz{cterlzed by f.Or\Gnlbﬂ } o

- cogptation, and favoritism. Continuation of the project was threatened e v
//-‘ late in the fidst year when a' coalition emerged of principals concerned . .

M

that the projeft sought to undermine their authority as buildiné mana-

[ Y .

v gars. Only after the superintendent copvened a meeting of pripcipals 1(
, ) - -, .
s ~ . . ¢ v 7 ~
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and teacher representatives, where both sides tould- voice their opinions
and concerhs, were the issues resolved Activities proceeded with
support and involvement solicited from principals. .

A third issue invoives variations in activities and progress across
schools. ‘Externally developed models and standardized procedures nay’ be
a useful way of getting started, since they provide a,n, explicit struc- |

-

ture within which the partiqipants can g early experience working

r

together. The opinion polling procedu es and ¢ nsensuSrbuilding exer—

"_cises that cons ituted a maJor component of TIP's early efforts, for

~¢

r'd

example, represented a fairly low-energy means-of. obtaining information
about faculty involvément priorities and of expanding the base of interest °
in setting up school ‘counails beyond the original group oﬁfvolunteers. .
However, as time passed, across-school differences became increasingly
apparent and more,schol-specific activities and assistance were: used. *
Obstacles to progres; were in some cases similar across schools; however,k.
they almost always had to be resolved.on a caseJ;thase “basis.

Reliance on externally deVeloped models became]a problem once facul-
ties reached the point of preparing their constitutions. In. several
schools, teacher groups s%mply changed the school name on a.podel consti-
tution prepare in another district, that had been circulated as an exams
ple of language, format, and issue coverage. In each case, the constitution
was summarily rejected by the principal on the grounds .of artificiality '
and rack of suitability; the model constitution was not the product of
the teachers' own thinking and planning “for their school. Only after the
various faculty groups went through the process of formulating their own

chool—specific constitutions were they accepted by principals and ratf{fied
by their respegctive faculties. :

Fourth, practitioners' prioritSes For decision involvement tend to 2
focus on managenfnt of the instructional\process rather than on school

av

. administration. In three aﬂQual surveys, Emrick &‘éeterson (1977) asked

The tendency for proJect—wide activities to be predominant in the first

year, with increasdd emphasis on school-Specific activities 'in the second
and subsequent years has also been noted in other contexts,, including the
Akron/Kent State Teacher Corps progect discussed aboye, which also oripi-

»

nat.Jd wiey amodel devalepeld in another cert:m, (1.¢., Fllictt's triangu-
o A
lation nodel)., . . 0
- } .o i/
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teachers at TIP schools to identify their tbp priorities for faculty
decision involvement. ReSult:)from.the three sprveys ar%_displayed in

the table below.  Curriculum and instrucﬁiongl methods were consistently .
ranked as the top twgq priorities. Student‘personnel policies and discipline
was also ranked consistently high. Rankings .for the.other decision areas
were also quite stable over the three-year period,\withvthe exception of
budget and expenditures, which advanced from sixth place to third after

teachers wereygiren control over small discretionary budgets. }
. R a
N,

\ » . L
;k PRACTITIONER ENDORSEMENT OF MOST .IMPORTANT INVOLVEMENT ISYUES
: (Sourcey Emrick & Peterson, 1977) , L
» _~‘ / \ . . ‘ hd
- CoT .  Percent Endorsingias
‘ C . Most Important L
Involvement Issue - €1975 1976 1977
Roles of certificated and classi- g \ 1 Tl ~ .
fied support personnel 16:5 (D) 12.0 (7) li.ﬁ (7) -
.Guidelines for parent/teacher <} :
relationships . 5.3 (8) ° 4 9 (8) ‘\7‘:2 (8)
. \ , . , 7
Curriculup content and philosophy 43:1 (1)  51.0 (1)_ . 50.6° (1)

" Instructtonal methods'and grouping 32.8 (2) 33.7 (2) 39.8 (2)
Student perso&ngl policres and’ ) ) o )

3

dlscipline ' 29, 8{‘3} 27.7 (3) 21.7 (4) ™
Schqol budget and expenditures 17 0 (6) " 19.0 (6) 25.9 (3)

" . .
'Inservice training and.faculty R o ‘ r//
meetings ‘ : = 25.3 (4) 21.7 (&) - 19.3 (5)
Teacher personnel policies 24,97(5) .20.7 (5) 16.3 (6)

(- e - L - Y .
MQ et N \" - . .o \.

" The fifth issue regaids practitioners need for training in communica-
tion and decision—raking skiils, combined with assistance im resolving .

problems and conflicts ds they arige. Training for participants was an

f
4
N £l

A

*One of the first items attended to by several faculty councils was develop-
ment of school-wide discipline policies, spelled out.in a’ handbeck ° circu- |
lated to teachers students, .and parents. A similar concern was noted :
above ats the<Akron_and Hawaii-Teacher Corns projectg

3 »
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’ relatiog§ and conflict resolution, and (4) management skills, including

importan: feature of the TIP program. Training in several aréas was found
useful, including. (l) techniques for identifying "local .needs and priori-
ties and for,reviewiﬁg progress toward accomplishing goals and objectiues;
(2) group process'and cozmunications skills such ‘as running council .
mcetings, ensSuring thattall participants provided input, building consensus,
.and worx nb effectively with administrators and other ¥roups; (3) human
preparation of proposals, guidelines for reviewing preposals, administra-
‘tion of budgets, and-the like. Where training for councils memgers
appeared td be successful it was sequenced to correspond to participants
progress and priorities. Skills and‘techniques were presented inm manage-
able doses, with the emphasis on actiJities that were relevant to resolving
current.problems and/or taking the next steps toward building involvement
structures. Where training was less successful, it was frequently a prob-
lem of overload: Too much informatfon or too many new techniques were’
introduced at once, or the material was related to activities too far down
the line, Twice during the first two years of TIP it became necessary to
make adjustments in the original, overly optimistic training schedule.

As indicated aéoue,_participants gradually assumed much of the respon-
sibi&ity for identifying their own training needs add priorities and came
to look on each other as potential resources. The traininglagenda for the‘

first year wag determined by the centra] project team with almost no input

from other teachers (except for feedback solicited at the end of, workshops) ..

. @ X
By the second year the team received specific requests for training from

several councils. In addition, teachers placed increas1ng 1ﬁportance on
opportunities to share their progress and accompllshments dlth staff f;om
other schools and to hear what problems had arisen 'ih ©other settings and
how they were being resolvedn

A related ph czo.:non was tde increasing sedse of autonomy and local
ounershin of the procnss tnat evolved ovet the péIlod of TIP 1nit13tion
and implenentation. By tha end of "the third year, ‘almost two thirds of
the teachers surveyed viewed support from the principal and "conditions
unique to our school" as important t' the success of teacher involvement

- * . .
efforts, and almost three fourths described district support as importamt.
¢ . . L]
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The pl:opottion of teachers who felt that additional training and assistav/ce . .
from outside sources was needed declined over the mhree ears, with the .,
_exception of "troubieshooting ‘assistance that would available on an _‘ R
as-roquested basis. d R { .

*Third-year ratings of‘TIP-faculty councils' leadership'qualities

N\ (in terms of seeking input, considering all views, and informing other

faculty‘hembers of their activities and decidions) were very high. By
the third year, twd thirds of the teachers surveyed reported that their . /
councils had been effertive in increasing teacher involvement, and half
) reported that their- own involvement in decisions-had increased over the ,‘*
previous year. Substantial majorities repor\Ed\that the councils had i
been involved in 1mportant.1ssues and that the councils had produced \

positive impacts on school conditiops and aetivities, leading to inprove— o

ments in teacher ertectiveness and student learning.

.
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‘ ' CHAPTER 6.
, som:/cowcx,vmm REMARKS .

*
\ N
. - . b P . *

*

L . . v
A central purpose of this inyestigation has been to illuminate and .
upd:;e the conventional knowledge of school practitioner 1nvolvenent as

it felafes to practitionmers’' professional development. In carrying out

this study (aﬂaorganizing our, findings), we have encountered a great

L4

deal of optimism and suppott.for all the applications of practitjoner
involvement th t we encountered Virtually none‘of our practitioner
advisors expressed regrets over their experiences 1n this form of collab-
oration. Rather the characteristic asseSsment was one of professional
and personal growth, an enhanced se&st;%f efficacy, increased job satis- |
faction, and improvasents in morale accompanyihg experiences with .f

¥

practitioner .invplvement. " L o- L »

-

Anticipated Problems

t

L e -
Exactly how these positive s?bjective experiences translate into
staff development and. program improvements is far more problematic. °

V'

Even more uncertain is the "future for the concept of practitioner involve—
ment. In light of ‘the more or.less successiul appllcations we have
described in this investigation, an analysie of currént trends in American

public ‘education, particularly with regard to staff development and school

. improvement, suggests to us that general iﬁcreases in practftioner involve—
\

ment will be unlikely, or at bes't very slow,in emerging. The reasons for
i » *

this speculation are summarized below., AP

.
. NON (
) ’ ., - H

P

Incq;patibilitv with Prevailing Norms. The active énvolvement of

-~

practiﬁ;onocs in most educationdal deliberations is 51"nlv not withln N

current educational norms. Practitioner involvement rubs against the

‘bureaucratic grains that have become 80 well established in contemporary ’
-administrative policy. Each instance of substantial and active involve-

ment of practitioners reviewed im this investigation placed*heaVy demands

on the operating system within which it occurred. To be sure, any change

5\

will introduce sore of these stresces.. But because wra;ﬁ}tionqr

100 S,
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. develdpment and maturation.

—4—‘
.
- N . v " .
) \
\

involvement is, in essence, a redistribution of power, its change-indueed

stressés tend to be severe. It is USually through the extraordinary efforts

»

ofta dedicated few that practitioner involvement oczzys at all.

‘What we are saying is that practitioner involvement appearslto be
fundamentally incompatible with gqurrent norms in educational administra-
tion. TFor uhatever~reasons (efficiency, economy, control, standardization),
educational decision making has become increasing%% centralized over the
past 50 75 years. This centralization has moved decision making further
and further from the participation of school~based practitioners Efforts
to reenfranchise practitioners in the decisiow process—-whether for research
and knowledge production, adaptation of knowledge to practice, of for
issues of ihstructicn1and governance—-involve a very large number of col-
lateral and enabling change in the way schools ,currently operate. As these
changes are difficult and costly, we can reasonably expect some reluctance

to undertake them.
- x

.
Rl

Lack of a‘Well—Developed Knewledge Base. Even if favorable changés

-

in administrative norms and sentiments were somehow accomplished, it is
clear from our investigation that very few practitioners currently pOSSESS'
the skills needed to increase collaboration and decision involvement. We .
have docurented several success ful efforts to develop Such skills; \this
indicates that such an approach to staff development is feasible.' Still
this experience is very recent, and too few precedents now exist to serve
as a knowledge base for widespread application. .

'We hope that the findings from this investigationnwill inform the
accumulating knowledge base and serve to guide future practitioner involve-
ment . activities But our experience in studying the change process has
taught us that the essential ingredients for tomplex change are not well

3
co:nunféated by pr1nt alone Practitioners and administratorswill re quire

§

,first-l&and experiengand extensive trainéIg in ‘the mechanics of cqllab-

oration and decisiciiinvolvement. The knowledgé base for such skill

development it only rtow emerging, and time will be needed for its further

f

-
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Reluctance among Practitioners. -4ssociated with the lack oi a well-

developed and codified knowledge base 1ig a subtle but widespread reluc-
tance dn the part of most practitidners to undertake ‘the extra work and
risks that increased collaboration and decision involvement entail. Staff
devolopment activities purporting to change the roles and responsibilities'
“.oﬁ practitioners will be greeted with suspicion,.especially in their early
stages. Many practitionersjgimply do not want decision-making responsi-
bility that extends beyond ‘their classroom door. Others may welcome
increased involvement, but will hesitate to engage in what appear to be )
power conflicts, particularly with the building principal still others
ZQe fundamentally distrust£ul~of 'staff improvement programs" designed and

administered by non-practitioners. , )
o e

]

~ . . \
. N -~ \’/‘

Enahling‘bonditions for Practitioner Involvemenc. Oyr investiga-

tion has shovn that special enabling~conditions-are needed to support the

-

few "local opinion leaders" who become attractéd to the concept'and are

willing to spend the additional time and effort required to develop collab-.

orative skills and to lead other practitioners in 1mplementing them. These
f I

. conditions include . : . Lo

- Explicit support for the concept and '‘philosophy froxtt
senior administrative and governance authorities in he
district. W1thout such explicit endorsement, collabo-
ration can easily be mistaken®for anarchy

- Technical assistance in development of collaborative
skills by experienced and knowledgeable .experts who are,
conversant with the practitioner's perspective. Collab~
oration is not currently part of the norm withid the °
teaching profession. Focused assistance in developing
the know~how appears .ta be necessary«

- Provision of at least minimal facilities and resources :
for skill developmeitt and’ experiegce in practicing con-
cepts of collaboration and decision involvement.* Prac-

3

A major movement designeéd in part to provide the resources and facilities,
for increased praetitioner involvement is the National Teachers' Centers
program. While the Teachers Centers program was beyond the sunﬂlof this
investigation, it is relevant to several of the issues being considered

Interested readers should become familiar with Kathleen Devaney and >
Lorraine Thorn's book, Ffploring Teachers' Centers (1925), as we¢ll as
toterials published by thc‘]eac?ers' Centers lxchange at Far Weqt Lal, 7y
. ~ . ’ "- . \"
. . - ' - . ' ‘Qb' , .
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. titioners- need places ‘and times outstde of normal operating
schedules to meet and develop involveme*t skills.

\

- P:actical and ‘relevant issues for collabotration. Early
.experience in censensus building and-priority setting. appears
‘useful, if not necessary. More importantly, practitioners )
have become cynical and can easily detect whether cheir‘
invdlvencnt is genuine er if thev are being '‘put on'. - ;

8 - Flexibility in school ‘policy and procedures. 'Whatgver the .
focus of practitioner involve nt--knowledge production,
use, oy participation in inst uctional/governance decision
making—early consequences w1ll likely appear more disryp-
tivethan construétive, The,status quo involving complex

. interrelationships of.authority, responsibilities, and
accountabilities will be undergoing some, fundamental modi-

(/ “fications. This will 'doubtless trigger’ resistance from

vested’ interest groups, Yesulting in increased ‘tensions

- throughout the local-orgapizational stzuctute. Foresight '
and preparation for these byproducts" ‘of the involvement
. » Pprocess is needed f'f.the effort is to survive its initial >
stages, - ] ,
, ~ - R

Need for. Extended Commitment from Stakeholders. Progress -in the .

emergence and stabilization of iﬁvolvement mechaAisms an procedures is .
‘typically ‘slow, and, evidence of tangible benefits is oft&n difficult to F
demohstraté in terms of convehtional evaluative criteria. * These con—a ’

-

side ations suggest that an unusual and extended tommitment of stakeholders
B j‘fbe needed to sustain practitioner involvement as Y focus for's taff E
development, particularly through the stormy conflicts which usually .(
' erupt during the first several years. Field experienge to date indicétes
tpét three years or more are needed‘before the shift in norms represented
by- genuine practitioner involvement begins to stabilize within agschpol
digtrict. If commitment falters before the process becomes standard
operating procedure, major setbacFwadll reSult. First-hand experience with
- at least one of these setbacks suggests that they can well signal the
demise of the effort. " - : ‘
' From -the above considerations, one must conclude "that there will be
« major difficulties in accomplishing rapid _progress in so basic a reform.
But becausé practitioner involvement in research and deliberations on

v

the improvement of practice is so fundamentally essential to any educa-

tional improvement goal, these- considerations must be viewed as basic

a ¥
P . . . ( i
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costs and facts of lire rather than as demerits of the concept. More-

<

over,’ on the plus side of the analysis, a number of attractive.aSpects

.

can be identified, L v, h .o
- . . \ \

. -
The Plus Sfde :

- 4 v .
v * [ .

» -

. Much discussion inlthis investigation has dealt with problems of

]

practitioner alientation'and apathy, w1tn the isolation ‘produced by

loosely coupled school organizations, with frustrations and disappoint-

: meqﬁs regarding repeated failur@s of "solﬁtions” to school ‘problems, and -~

with the imwsensitivity mbst interventions exhibit to the world of the
practitioner. We have attempted to show how increases in practitioner‘
involvement maygwell répresent a productive approach to ameliorating
these and, other problems facing American public education. In the con-
_clud{ng paragraphs of this- report we review further these consideratibns
and suggest steps whieh should enhance approaches to staff development \
through p¥actitioner involvement. - < s -
- Given the recéncy of systematic efforts to reenfranchise practi-
tioners in the schopl’ improvement process, evidence of, long—term benefits
has not yet emerged Some regularity in near—term b@nefi&s does suggestt

hdwever, that anticipated-long—term advantages may equal or exceed expec-

tations. These expectations include substantial improvements in:
: . .

— . Collaboration.and skill'sharing among practitioners,

-

-~ Professional committent {o improvement of practicé and

programs, 1nnovativeness, ‘and local proHlem solving, - .
) b .
- Rapport and trust building between administrators and -
v practitioners,
~""Dialogue ard deliberations between the school and the
community, - , !
~ Basic effectiveness of schools, ’ l \,' -

s - -

~ Status' of teaching as,an art, science, and profession, and -
- - . ' Py

_ = Overdll sense of efficacy among practitioners. ‘

4

o~
been evidenced in virtually all the practitioner involvement projects

reviewed in. this investigation.- One of the first realities that prac-

titicners discover in these activities is txo poruqsnxonors .of comron

.
»

L1l04 - . : .

Improvements in practitioner collaboration and skill sharing have N

}
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iconcerns.d’These concerns apoear to be quite practical and
rathgrr ghAn s lfish or dealistic (as eynical 1observers of
would haye eveJ Qne of the most widespread issues

o

thrpugh thg,collabotative process 1s* clasgroom management,

3

plan onh the first or- second passs v C

within and outside the classrodm\ What ‘many practitioners

’

ment programs.\

for sharing i’hrovvmmnts in the RHOHJhQN which mav result.

\research inst%futlons wlth parents and community representatives, with

. and implement consistent puoil/classroom management approaches. MQreover

pedagogy will suffer 1 p titioners lack the skills and/or consensus

A that parghts, ad;inistratorse and pupils theggglves are also eager for-

visible, and proportional to the)etfort expended As pragress’ tovarc

v

t‘ .'
realistic /~

the professiono

addressed

Practltioners

their professional organizations, and ‘with pupils on how best to establish

~

when they become/% nvolved in these managemfnt oriented deliberations,

practitloners aressurptisingly effective, usually a&riving at a workable '

’

- Perhaps more impoftantly, it can be argued that classnpom management
and’pupil discipliﬁe s ald e of prime concern. Even the most effective

<«

on pr cedures for maintaining o der and con51stent d1scip11ne policies

discover is

such‘ cons:.stency. Once established, even small 1mprovements in th@e
management skills act as: stimuli‘for ynde more basic reforms in

' curriculum and pedagogy . This, in turn, en a gernieral sense of .
erficacy among practitioners and leads to increase cohesiveness and pro-

fessional identity, which are precisely the goals of .most staff develop—

An equally imifrtant implication of findings from the”ﬁractitioner
involvement experifnces rev1éwed in this investigation is the, maJor shift
locus of control. Rather than being passive rec}pients of externally
designed improvements, practitioners become active parﬁicipants i y

problem—solOing processes. The consequences of this are uSuaily immedﬂ%te,

improvements ig.realized it setv as, a catalyst and stimulus” for
<

« fyrther cpllaboration. The pattern oﬁ increased collaboration -extends

community, an external (R&D) intgrests. It gets the stage for. experi—

mentation an innovativeness on the part of exceptiOnal teacuerékaand ~

-

*

" ‘are eager to \!gotiate with each other, with school administ;ation, with ,'

.

<

from practit oner to gractitioner gradually to include administration,;L
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. This outcome is especially important, since these exceptional‘staffj.
represent the .single most vital problem-solving and program improvement,
_resource in todav s schools. All major stud eg of school improvement ’
show that success is determined by3the few ldca) leaders- who- have the
motivation and cafabjility” to innovate and to risk change. Dther StUleS -
suggest that if opportunities for achievement are not available to these
exceptional staff, they may well seek them outside the profession. . Increasing
opportunities for all practitioners to participate in knowledge production, A
utilization, and instructional decisﬂﬁn making/governance should act to .
retain this‘qrucial Tesaurce for school improvement.

At a less abstract level pof discussion ssome of the'near—term bene—
fits of increased practitioner, involvement should be of interest to
‘school administrators and staff development program managers!! Building
’ principals from virtually al1fth§ projects studied in this investigation

report . that their administrative burden has been reduced and that their

-professional relationships with faculty have inﬂroved Even principals

» who were ihitially threatened ahdlgr strongly opposed to the comcept '

report that, more good than harm has resulted from the experience.-

’ Similarly,‘both qualitative and .quantitative aspects of inservice N
staff development pgpgrams which make genuint provi51on for practit¥oner
input appear posjtiveé. Attendance increases and participation 1s more

, active, issie focused, and evenly distributed among the staff. Teachers
report that they look forward to the inservice activities, that _they ~ .
are active&y part1cipating (often for ‘the 'first time in their careers),
that -the issues have relevance to them, and that they are actually

. realizipg something useful from the process. , o '
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